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PREFACE
TO THE FOURTH EDITION.

THE Remarks on the Prophecies in Daniel, contained
in the following pages, originally appeared in separate
portions, at different times, from 1845 to 1847. They
were then printed and published just as I had time to
prepare them from the notes with which I was furnished,
which had been carefully and efficiently taken whilst I
went through these portions of prophecy orally with
some Christian friends. My work of preparation, from
the notes which were put into my hands for the purpose,
was carried on while I had but little access to books of
reference, and thus I could give my “ Remarks ” no such
complete revision as I could have wished.

When the last of the separate parts appeared, the
whole was published in one volume, which has fwice been
reprinted, just as it was, to meet an existing demand,
without however any revision on my part, or I believe
any intentional alteration.

These three impressions having been out of print for
some time, I was requested to publish a new edition, but
I was unwilling that the book should be again printed
without giving to the whole that careful and thorough
revision which ought to be bestowed on everything re-
lating to those truths which God has taught in his word.
I have, therefore, examined every part with Secripture ;
and although the alterations in the statcments of the
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“Remarks™ are but few, yet here and there various
additions have been made, such as appeared to me to
be either needful or desirable. It has thus been during
more than two years under my hand, at times, for the
purpose of this revision.

To the original “ Remarks,” as first published, I have
now added so much, as almost to make this to be a new
book. It contains all that was published before, but with
more than an equal quantity in addition of what is new.

The principal material enlargements have been in the
“Note on the Year-day System” (which has now ex-
tended to a whole chapter, in order to consider the sub-
ject fully), the “ Note on the Interpretation of Daniel XI.
by past History,” and the “ Note on Prophetic Inter-
pretation in Connection with Popery and the Corrup-
tion of Christianity.” In this last-mentioned Note, 1
have now endeavoured fully to show how the word of
God meets Romish and non-evangelic error, and that the
simple application of Scripture, as literally understood,
does not in any sense palliate Popery, whether regarded
in its doctrines or its practices.

It is not, I believe, needful to specify the minor en-
largements and alterations* throughout the “ Remarks”;

# T suppose that no reader would expect every minute and verbal altera-
tion to be specified ; I wish, however, to particularise one passage, because
of some remarks which have been made on it.

Some, who have adopted {either directly or through intermediate channels)
the opinions of certain foreign speculative writers, who would divide the
saved in their resurrection state into classes essentially distinct, and who
would give to those who now are believers a glory incomparably superior to
that of Abraham, ‘‘the father of the faithful,” witk whom ¢ thoso tbat
are of faith’’ are taught that they shall be blessed, have naturally enough

objected to Scripture statements which I brought forward on this point.
In doing this, they referred to page 39 of the former editions (pages 51,
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they have been introduced without making any change
in the general principles as to the explanation of Daniel,
or in their application to particular details.

The “ Note on the Roman Empire and its Divisions”
is entirely an addition; as also is the “Defence of the
Authenticity of the Book of Daniel.” This Defence was
written because I considered it to be desirable to furnish
the Christian reader with arguments such as fully meet
the assertions of those who would seek to invalidate
the claims of the book of Daniel to authenticity. I am
quite aware that some have regarded the work of Prof.
Hengstenberg of Berlin, on the “Genuineness of Daniel,”
as amply sufficient. I wished, however, to treat the
subject less diffusely, and also to rest especially on the

52 of this [now 47, 487), in which I said that, **if we would give a Scriptural
definition of the Church of God, we should say that they are dlrakam’s
seed ; if we would define the Church as it now exists upon this earth, from
the time of Christ's first coming, resurrection, and ascension, to his second
coming, we should say that they are a body of believing Jews, during the
time that the nation at large is under blindness, with whom God in sovereign
and marvellous grace has associated believing Gentiles, making all one body,
joint heirs, etc.”” This sentence wascommented on in a remarkahle manner,
as if, when speaking of one thing, my silence on other subjects was a proof
that I denied them! It waseven eaid that I overlooked, or did not see, the
blessings spoken of in Eph. ii., as belonging to the Church, though the
terms in the sentence itself, *one body,’’ ‘*joint heirs,” were taken from
that very chapter. The manner in which this sentence was quoted, by leaving
off with the words ‘‘ they are a body of believing Jews™ (once adding ‘etc.,””
and once giving the sentence as complete), gave of course a strange idea of
what I had actually written. I bave, therefore, altered the sentence so as
to prevent part of the words from beiug cited as if tbey were the whole
period, and also by adding o few explicit words. I have now said of the
Church as found on earth, ¢ that they are a body ¢ blessed with all spiritual
blessings in heavenly places in Christ,’ INCLUDING believing Jews, during
the time that the nation at large is under blindness, with whom, ete.” 1
have also slightly changed the concluding words of the paragraph, and have
added three lines to prevent all misconstruction.

No candid rcoder will suppose that my assertion of one truth is intended
as a denial of any other; nmor will euch wish to draw conclusions from
sentences so partially quoted as to 7everse the writer’s meaning.
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grounds of absolute evidence, instead of giving the pri-
mary place to answers to objections. But, although I
wished to avoid undue prolixity, it was needful to take
up the subject fundamentally, and not as merely referring
to it in such & way as might require some further state-
ment, and that perhaps in a place less suited for the
purpose than is the present volume.

In “Concluding Remarks,” I have stated some particu-
lars relative to the origin of the following pages, and
also spoken of some of the dangers against which
students of prophecy do well to be on their guard.

The “ Map of the Ancient Persian and Roman Em-
pires,” and the “Explanatory Notice,” are also amongst
the additions now made.

The reader will perceive that my “ Remarks” are so
connected with the portions of Scripture to which they
relate, that, for them to be rightly followed, the Bible
should be kept open for continual reference.

I believe that these “Remarks” have already been
found of use to some, in their endeavours to know what
is taught us in the word of God. That they may con-
tinue to be blessed to this end, is my earnest desire and
prayer. Whatever leads us simply to the Scripture,
which is the testimony of the Holy Ghost concerning
Jesus Christ our Lord, in His sufferings and in His glory,
may be known by our souls as replete with establish-
ment in the apprehension of His truth and grace.

It may be thought that the information, ete., contained
in my “Concluding Remarks,” and also that the “De-
fence of the Authenticity of Daniel,” might more
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properly stand as prefatory matter: perhaps so; but
considering the general neglect with which Prefaces to
books are treated, the sections in question are more
likely to be read where I have placed them. If readers,
who pass by all Prefaces, find themselves on good terms
with the books they read, authors perhaps have no right
to complain ; but as with our friends, so with our books ;
might not many mistakes be avoided, and after-explana-
tions be rendered needless, if we took care not to over-
look the conventional ceremony of an introduction ?

S.P.T.

PrynovTH, Awrgust 18, 1852,

INissuing a fresh reprint of this volume, no alteration
has been made beyond mere verbal corrections, and occa-
sionally the addition of a brief note or of a few words;
an Alphabetical Index has also been added. I have not.
judged it best to make allusions to works on the subject
which have appeared since 1852: I have not, however,
neglected them ; though in no case have I seen it needful
to change the views previously expressed; indeed, on
many points, they have been materially confirmed. I
had two reasons for not discussing the opinions expressed
in more recent works; the one is that such discussions
would so add to the bulk of the volume as to change its
character, which unless it were needful I did not wish:
the other is, that it would have been too great a demand
on my time and attention, seeing that it is not right for
me to do anything which would materially interfere with
that work in which I have specially to seek to serve the
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Church of Christ; T mean the Greek Testament on Ancient
Authorities, for which I have collated erery accessible
ancient Greek document, and of which the four Gospels
were some time ago completed, before I was compelled by
seriously impaired health, to lay aside my work for a time.
I feel increasingly, if possible, the importance of the
ground taken in the Defence of the Authenticity of the
Book of Danicl:* the remarks on the Authority of the
Pentateuch, ete., incidentally made, may meet some recent
objections. It is not for those who value the word of God
to shut their eyes to the condition of things in the profes-
sing Church. On the one side we find the sacrifice of
Clirist owned as a fact, but its application to us is made
to depend on Ecclesiastical ordinances and not on the
operation of the Holy Ghost in leading the soul of the
sinner to the blood of the Cross: on the other hand there
are those who would own Christ (and in word perhaps
the Holy Ghost) as acting on the soul, and thus they
speak of our deliverance by a Redemption in power by
a living Saviour, while redemption by price paid, a per-
fect propitiation wrought out once and for ever by the
death of Christ, is utterly ignored and even denied. Thus
on either side the truth of God is rejected; but what
rejection equals that in which the Cross of Christ is not
allowed its true place ? that in which “sacrifice,” “shed-
ding of blood for the remission of sin,” etc., are words
only (if owned at all), and not substantive realities ?

* On ooe point farther light has been thrown: the discovery of the name
Belshazzar in some of the arrow-headed inscriptions removes a difficulty,
though it cannot make Scripture more certain.
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It has been a portent amongst us that those in office
and profession holding the place of Christian teachers
have even set themselves to argue against the very books
of Holy Secripture which they werc bound to maintain,
and which are commended to us with all the authority
of the incarnate Son of God.* Such attacks had been
but little expected, except from those not professing to
be under the banner of the Lord Jesus.

Also, in that which professes to be the true spiritual
part of Christ's Church, what laxity do we find. All
that I said in the conclusion of this volume as to Definite
Confessions of faith, has a tenfold force now. New
things seem so opposed by some who make pretensions

* Under the guise of courtesy we often now find a willingness to concede
to opposers almost every vital point: so that professed defenders of the
authority of Holy Scripture themselves give up, and commend others for
giving up tbe absolutely decisive teaching of the Lord Jesus Christ and of
the Holy Ghost, through the Apostles, as to questions of simple fact. Thus
one who has professed to vindicate the Pentateuch as to its Historic Cha-
racter has been commended in that he ‘‘very wisely declines to avail himself
‘¢ of the testimony of the New Testament in his attempt to prove the his-
‘¢ toric character or Mosaic origin of the Pentateuch. The use that has
‘¢ been made in this controversy of the supposed testimony of Jesus Christ,
“‘ is for the purposes of general criticism wholly irrelevant. It involves
‘“ certain theological hypotheses which would be rejected by very many
‘“ who are unquestionably orthodox, and to a reverent piety it is every way
‘¢ offensive. Nothing can be more impolitic {to put the matter on the very
‘“ lowest, ground) than to make the Divine wisdom of our Lord responsible
¢¢ for those canons of criticism and literary opinions which are notoriously
‘‘ uncertain, fluctuating, and progressive,” etc. If professed defenders can
thus write, what line of demarcation remains between truth and error?
If our Lord's own statements are but a ‘‘ supposed testimony,’”’ on what
can we rely 7 We have not to make our Lord’s Divioe wisdom responsible
for any uncertain, fluctuating, and progressive canons of criticism, but we
have to subject our notions on such subjects to His divine teaching. If we
are not to believe Him when He said ‘* Moses wrote of me,”” it we may
doubt His wisdom and truth in saying this, then (and not till then) we may
be Christians of ‘‘ reverent piety,” though rejecting alike the writings of
Moses and the words of Jesus. It is not surprising that those who set
aside the reality of our Lord’'s work of propitiatory sacrifice, should con-
temn first the law in which sacrifice is so taught, and then our Lord Him-
self as an authoritative teacher.
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to the holding of Evangeclical truth as the doctrine of
Scripture (so firmly held by the Reformers) of our accept-
ance in the imputed rightcousnecss of our Lord Jesus
Christ. They admit anything rather than that He so
kept the Law for us that His living obedience is put
down to the account of every sinner who is cleansed in
His bLlood. This is one way in which Christ's real sub-
stitution is set aside: He obeyed for us meritoriously in
His life, even as He suffered penally for us in His death.
But the reality of His incarnation (as set forth in all the
old and orthodox confessions) is opposed by those who
cither deny the true sacrifice of the cross or who contra-
dict the true doctrine of imputation. The Lord in His life
obeyed the Law, and it is in vain to contemn such living
obedience by asking if it was “ mere law fulfilling”: for
1f Jesus did ever and in all things obey the Law, loving
the Lord His God with all His heart and with all His
mind and soul, and strength, then was His whole life a
righteous law-fulfilling, beyond which He could not go :
and by God’s grace, “ Christ is the end of the law for
righteousness to every one that believeth.” DBut in fact
those who suggest such doubts seem not to know what
is meant by the holiness of God, the law of God, the onc
obedience by which many shall be constituted righteous;
and they only confuse the unwary by some new and
false notions on the whole subject of substitution and
sacrifice as a sweet savour before God. But the denial
of a doctrine of God does not make it the less true and
precious, or its maintenance of the less importance.

S.P.T.
PrysmovTn, July 9, 1863.
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NOTE

DESCRIPTIVE OF THE

MAP OF THE ANCIENT PERSIAN AND
ROMAN EMPIRES. '

Tris Map has been introduced as showing the extent of the territory to
which the prophecies of Daniel refer : these ancient empires are exhibited
on the same scale, so that they may at once be easily compared.

The limits of the Babylonian monarchy, under Nebuchadnezzar, cannot
be defined with certainty ; besides the territory which he actually %eld, there
was also, in all probability, a large extent of country under his sway and
influence, although actually governed by subordinate sovereigns. The terri-
tory of the Medo-Persian kings is accurately known, and it is depicted as
divided into satrapies; the fifth of these included the Holy Land. It must
however be borne in ‘mind, that the Persian empire comprised large dis-
tricts of mountain and desert, and that the provinces, separated by such
regions, often owned a very partial allegiance to a monarch ruling in Susa
or Ecbatana. There were also districts which, though lying within the
Persian monarchy were governed by vassal kings.

For many years before the reign of the last Darius, the Persian empire
was materially weakened; whole provinces cast off their allegiance, and if
reduced at all, it was to a very doubtful submission. Thus, the conquests of
Alexander gave him not only a more extensive territory than that of the
Persian kings, but also a sovereignty more truly under his sway. The four
kingdoms which were formed out of Alexander’s empire are defined, page
80.  Of these, that of Seleucus was by far the largest, but much of its
extent was not retained by his successors ; theeastern provinces became in-
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depondent, and in other parts, such as Cappadocia, distinct sovereignties
were formed. )

The Roman empire is exhibited in tho Map according to its widoest extent
(as deseribed in pages 67, 58), together with the divisions of the empire
into east and west as they were arranged at the three different periods, A.p.
364, 395, and 425. This map will thus be a suitable illustration of the
“Note on the Roman Empire and its Divisions,”” pages 53—75. It will
also exhibit to the eye what the territory is, whicl, according to Daniel vii.,
is to be divided into ten kingdoms, out of one of which another king shall
rise, who shall conquer three of the former kings, and whose actings are so
minutely detailed in prophecy, as carried on against the people of Christ,
until He shall have received the kingdom, and shall come in the clouds
of glory.

On the general subject of the Roman Empire and its Divisions, I may
refer to ‘“ European Prospects,”” in No. III. of ¢ Occasional Papers on
Scriptural Subjects, by Benjamin Wills Newton,” (pp. 118 —159), just
published. Houlston and Wright, 63, Paternoster Row, 1863.




INTRODUCTION.

THE BUDDING OF THE FIG-TREE.

“Now learn a parable of the fig-tree :—When his branch
is yet tender and putteth forth leaves, ye know that
summer is nigh: so likewise ye, when ye shall see all
these things, know that it is near, even at the doors.”—
(Matt. xxiv, 32, 88.)

In this instruction of our Lord to his disciples, He
shows them the manner in which their expectation was
to be directed to coming events. He had told them of
the condition of things, in connection with Jerusalem,
which should immediately precede his coming in the
clouds of heaven; and he then employs this illustration,
in order to show the real practical use which there was
in the things which He had thus unfolded.

Centuries have passed since the discourse on the Mount
of Olives, but still the intimations which our Lord gave
have not taken place ; in other words, the fig-tree has not

B
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vet budded. If we then desire to use the truths which
Christ then spoke, we have still to turn our eyes to the
spot which he has marked out for us, and wait to see the
appointed intimations.

It may be said, What use can it have been to the
Church to have had to wait for so many years? What
profit is there to us in being directed to that which for
eighteen hundred years has not taken place ? If Christ
has commanded 1it, that is enough;—He will always
vouchsafe blessing to those who are doers of His will ;—
but further, there is profit which a spiritual mind can
apprehend ; forif this word had been heeded by saints,
it would have kept them from many of those associations
and objects which are contrary to the leadings of the
Spirit : for thus they would have had before their minds
the character and close of this dispensation, and the place
of Christ’s faithful servants in the midst of the nations,
holding the gospel of the kingdom as a witness, but
seeing the world’s corruption as a thing which flows on
unchanged in its nature (while souls are gathered one by
one out of it), even up to the coming of the Lord Him-
self. Had this exhortation been rightly heeded, the
hope of the coming of Christ would not have passed
away from the minds of saints, so as to be looked at as a
thing which, at all events, is not a practical doctrine.

Suppose I were cast upon some uninhabited isle, in &
clime in which I could not (from my ignorance of its
situation) count the seasons by months ; and if the object
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of my hopes was the summer, and I found a fig-tree, and
knew that its budding forth would intimate the approach
of that season ;—I should watch the tree; I should often
examine whether it was beginning to bud forth;—I might
look week after week and see nothing; I might Zkink I
saw some indications of sprouting, and then find it all
come to nothing, but still I should watch on. Now, if I
also knew that a ship came to the island at a particular
time in the summer, this would be a point of hope to me,
for it would hold out the prospect of deliverance; and
this would make me doubly diligent in watching and
waiting for the budding. Hope would connect itself with
those things which indicate its accomplishment. And
these things occupying my mind, I should be preserved
from the thought of regarding the solitary isle as my
abode. I might find long patience to be needful; but at
length the buds would come forth; and then, according
to the indication of the season, the wished-for vessel.

Thus is it with regard to the Church. God has given
us a point of hope; and He has also instructed us with
regard to indications of its accomplishment: the point
of hope is that to which the soul tends, while the detail of
intervening circumstances affords the needed instruction,
from which is learned the practical walk of those who
possess such a hope. If held in the Spirit, these things
cannot take away from the power of the hope ;—they
were revealed .for the directly contrary purpose:—the
early Church knew them, and found them to have a
practical and separating power; and in the body of

B 2
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detail with which the epistles (especially the later ones)
are furnished, the dark statements of coming evil are
given, in order that the evil may be avoided, and the
bright hope of the glory of the day of Christ might.
shine through it all, and in contrast to it all. Had not.
the Church been so taught, the taunt, “ Where is the pro-
mise of His coming ?” might indeed be felt as troubling
the soul; but when we know that we have been warned
of deeper darkness before the morning, we may indeed.
feel, that the more conscious we are of deepening gloom,,
the more rejoicingly may we look onward to the dawn.

Nothing gives us any indication of the immediate in-
troduction of the latter day, except this to which Christ
directs us :—we may see many things to make us expect
that the fig-tree would soon bud; but when we see the
buds (and not till then) can we speak with certainty as
to what is forthwith to come to pass. We might see
attempts of the nations to set the Jews in the Holy
Land ;—this ought to make us look carefully to Jeru-
salem ;—God might hinder those efforts, or He might
allow the fearful closing scenes of this dispensation to
issue out of them, as at length He will do.

The importance of the detail of prophecy is very great
to the believer: it certainly is a sad thing to see this
extensive portion of God’s truth overlooked and neglected.
It is by the detail of prophecy that we learn how to
walk in the midst of present things according to God;
it is thus we learn his judgment about them, and what
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their issue will be. Many Christians directed their
minds much to this a few years ago; but it cannot, I
believe, be denied, that this portion of revealed truth
has more recently been neglected and overlooked : those
who have done this have surely omitted to see how im-
portant its present bearing is on the conscience and
conduct : what other portion of revelation shows so
clearly the separateness from all that is opposed to the
Lord, to which believers are called ?

There is such a thing as having held truths, and then
let them slip; this shows a want of Christian watchful-
ness. There is such a thing as having set truths before
others, and when the time of their application arrives,
failing in using them ourselves. Most spiritual minds
feel conscious of the power of Satan being great at this
time, and his workings peculiarly dangerous;—but if I
see from the word of God, that these things are to be, I
shall be one of those who know these things beforehand,
and this knowledge is to be used as my safeguard, that I
be not carried away with the ervor of the wicked. The
voyager who knows from his charts those parts of his
«course in which danger most exists, should be found the
most prepared to act in the emergency ;—it will not take
him by surprise.

But it may be said that if results are rightly known,
nothing more is needed ;—but surely then we should be
using our own thoughts as to all the things connected
with those results. The mere knowledge of a coming
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deluge would never have led to the construction and
arrangement of the ark. The knowledge of a result may
lead to presumption of the most fearful kind. The whole
testimony of the word is owr safeguard.

The following Remarks on the Prophetic Visions in
the Book of Daniel, are intended especially to direct the:
mind towards some of the important portions of the de-
tail of prophecy with which the Seripture furnishes us.
Should they be found helpful to Christians who desire
to learn from the prophetic word, and to know for them-
selves what that word teaches, their object will be fully
attained. To this end may the Lord vouchsafe his.
blessing !




REMARKS

ON THE

PROPHETIC VISIONS IN THE
BOOK OF DANIEL.

Y

THE IMAGE.—DANIEL II.

THE book of Daniel is that part of Seripture which espe-
cially treats of the power of the world, during the time
of its committal into the hands of the Gentiles, whilst the
ancient people of God, the children of Israel, are under
chastisement on account of their sin.

The first chapter opens with the statement that Nebu-
chadnezzar, king of Babylon, came up against Jerusalem,
that he besieged the city, that “the Lord gave Jehoiakim
king of Judah into his hand, with part of the vessels of
the house of God, which he carried into the land of
Shinar, to the house of his god; and he brought the
vessels into the treasure-house of his god.” This may,I
believe, be regarded as such an introduction to the book,
as shall guide our thoughts as to its subject;—the nation
of Israel had departed from God, and He now delivers
Judah, that portion of them with whom He had dealt in
the most protracted long-suffering, into the hands of
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Gentiles, to whom He now commits power over His
chosen city, Jerusalem. The distinctive object in the
book of Daniel is to reveal, at the very period at which
this committal has been made, what would be the course,
character, and consummation of the power so bestowed.

We may divide this book into two portions; that part
which is written in the Chaldee language, and that
which is written in Hebrew. While we see that the
book has one general scope,—namely, Jerusalem given
by God for a time into the power of the Gentiles who
bear rule,—we may regard this in two ways; we may
either look at Gentile power in the outline of its history,
or we may look at those things relating to this power in
their local connection with Jerusalem. Now, the course,
character, and crisis of Gentile power are taken up in
this book in the Chaldee language, while those things
which are limited in their application to the Jews and
Jerusalem are written in Hebrew.

There are very few portions of the Scripture which
are written in Chaldee; there are some parts of Ezra
(chap. iv. 8 to vi 19, and vii. 12—27) so written, which
bring before us the children of Israel as being under the
power of the Gentiles,—there are some parts of this
book ; and there is one verse in Jeremiah (x. 11) which
contains a message sent to the Gentiles. This verse
occurs just as the gods of the nations had been men-
tioned in contrast with the living God.

It is important that we should so bear in mind the
inspiration of Scripture, as to recognise that nothing
respecting it can be looked on as accidental; there must
be in every circumstance a reason as to whatever God
has written, and however he has written it, whether we
possess sufficient spiritual intelligence or not to appre-
bhend it. Now, in such a case as the present, we may be
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sure that God has not made this difference of language
without a very definite object :—The Chaldee portion of
Daniel commences at the 4th verse of the second chapter,
and continues to the end of the seventh chapter: all the
rest of the book is written in Hebrew. In the Chaldee
portion we see power in the hands of the Gentile pre-
sented before us to its character, course, and consumma-
tion ; and in the latter portion of the book we see the same
power localised in connection with the Jews and Jeru-
salem. The Gentile power is in each part that which is
prominently before us, although looked at in different
aspects.

We are often instructed in Scripture by having the
same set of facts presented before us in different aspects:
each aspect may show but a few features of difference,
but still enough will be found to evince that the variety
is not without its value. As an illustration of this, we
may take the parables of our Lord, in the thirteenth
chapter of St. Matthew. He teaches there on one gene-
ral subject,—the effects which would result from the
introduction of the gospel amongst men: He illustrates
the results, both of good and of evil (from the counter
working of Satan), until the day when the tares shall be
separated from among the wheat,—when the fishes, good
and bad, shall receive their respective allotments. In-
stead of one narrative, or one continuous parable, He uses
many, and thus we receive instruction in its individuality
as to its several parts, and also in its completeness as to
the whole instruction given.

This mode of Secripture teaching, by the presentation
of many pictures of the same truths, in order that their
bearings and connections may be clearly and rightly
apprehended, is especially found in the book of Daniel;
in the first chapter of which we see Judah, because of
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sin, delivered into the hands of their enemies, and carried
into exile to Babylon.

Thus it is that the prophet is placed in the land of
strangers : Daniel had not personally committed the sins
which led to the captivity, but as part of the Israelitish
nation it was his to share their lot. He and his com-
panions are brought into a place of particular connection
with the king’s court, and this was an oceasion of prov-
ing if their hearts were faithful to God or not. Daniel
refused the appointed portion of the king’s meat: of
which he, as an Israelite, could not partake without de-
filement ; and thus in the midst of Babylon was separate
unto the Lord his God. This was nothing in which he
sought to bear any ostentatious testimony; in the then
circumstances of his nation, rejected by God because of
their sins, it was not a time for endeavouring to set forth
before the Gentiles that Israel was God’s favoured and
chosen people, to whom was confided the knowledge of
God’s truth in the earth. Each had now to stand in a
great measure on his own individual responsibility before
God. And thus Daniel maintains a separation which
was well-pleasing to God, so that in the midst of Ne-
buchadnezzar’s court, and whilst occupied in the service
of Gentile kings, his heart was right with God, and his
actions were directed by a conscience duly exercised. To
most he might have seemed but as a faithful servant of
the Babylonian king, while the eye of God could mark
him as rejecting “the portion of the king’s meat,” as
avoiding those things in which he could not obey God,—
thus truly owning allegiance and service to earthly sove-
reigns, but always with the limitation that God’s suprenie
authority should be upheld.

In the second chapter we read of the vision shown by
God to the king of Babylon. God appears to be meeting
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him in the thoughts and inquiries of his own heart.
Nebuchadnezzar had seen his own power rising to a great,
extent, and his own soul was in some measure bent on
knowing what the issue of all this would be. We see
this from verse 29, “Thy thoughts came into thy mind
upon thy bed, what should come to pass hereafter ”; the
extent of his power, so different from that of any who
had gone before him, seems to have led his heart to me-
ditate upon the circumstances in which he was set, and
the vision declared to him the course and crisis of the
power so committed ; but although the vision was shown
to him, yet he had to receive not only the interpretation,
but even the vision itself again, thrqugh the instrumen-
tality of the prophet.

In the vision of this chapter, the moral character and
acting of this power towards God are not stated (except
indeed as one who knew the mind of God might gather it
from the crisis), but for this we must look for furtherlight
in the subsequent visions of the book.

Here all is presented as set before the king according
to his ability of apprehension,—the external and visible
things being shown as man might regard them. The
vision of Nebuchadnezzar was of a great image with the
lhead of gold, the breast and arms of silver, the belly and
thighs of brass, and the legs of iron ;—in the interpreta-
tion all these several parts are taken up, and the symbolic
meaning of each is stated. The four metals of which the
image consisted, represented four kingdoms which should
successively bear rule in the earth.

To understand the Seriptures aright, we have no occa-
sion to go beyond the limit of the Scriptures themselves.
The same passage of revealed truth which tells us of the
authority of holy Seripture, tells us also of its sufficiency :
“ All Seripture is given by inspiration of God, and is pro~
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fitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness ; that the man of God may be perfect,
throughly furnished unto all good works ”—(2 Tim. iii.
16, 17). Thus, nothing can be needed by the man of God,
in order that he should be “ throughly furnished,” beyond
the inspired writings contained in the Bible. We have
then no necessity to go out of the Scripture itself, in order
to gain information as to those things of which we read
in Scripture ;—we may find many things which are in-
teresting as bearing upon Scripture, but still whatever
God looks on as needful for the establishment of the souls
of his people, and for their spiritual intelligence in his
truth, is to be found within the limits of his Secripture.
History is not revelation ; and we are nowhere com-
manded to search history to learn the truths found in
God’s word ; although it may be owned most freely that
God’s word sheds a light upon the things which man has
written as history, and that many lessons may be learned
from seeing how different are the thoughts of God and
of man about the same events.

‘We have no occasion whatever to go beyond the limits
of Scripture to learn what the four kingdoms are, which’
are thus mentioned in Daniel.

Pirst—It was said expressly to Nebuchadnezzar that
the head of gold symbolised his kingdom (ver.37, 38):
“Thou, O king, art a king of kings: for the God of hea-
ven hath given thee a kingdom, power, and strength, and
glory : and wheresoever the children of men dwell, the
beasts of the field, and the fowls of the heaven, hath He
given into thine hand, and hath made thee ruler over
them all. Thou art this head of gold.” These last
words fix the first kingdom incontestably to be that of
Babylon, which had grown to its greatness under Nebu-
chadnezzar.
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Now, as to the terms in which the extent of Nebu-
chadnezzar’'s power is stated, of course we are not to un-
derstand that he actually held and exercised this rule
over every part of the inhabited earth ; but rather that,
so far as God was concerned, all was given into his hand ;
so that he was not limited as to the power which he might
obtain in whatever direction he might turn himself as.
conqueror ; the only earthly bound to his empire was his.
own ambition. This is just what we find also in Jer.
xxvil. 5, 6 : “ Thus saith the Lord of hosts, . . . . . Thave
made the earth, the man, and the beast that are upon
the ground, by my great power, and by my out-stretched
arm, and hath given it unto whom it seemed meet unto
me. And now have I given all these lands into the hand
of Nebuchadnezzar, the king of Babylon, my servant ;
and the beasts of the field have I given him also to serve
him.” Of course Nebuchadnezzar knew nothing of all
this when carrying on his conquests ; he had gratified
himself without being aware that he was thus the in-
strument in the hand of God.*

Second—He was told, “after thee shall rise another

* The extent nf Nebuchadnezzar's dominion was, however, very great, —fax
greater than many have supposed. In the course of his conquests, he must
have become the wielder of most of the powers of the earth, as it then was.
Waknow something of the greatness which Nineveh and Egypt had possessed
in previous ages: all this (as the Scripture shows) had now been rendered
subordinate to Babylon. Weknow how the merchandise of the earth wasin
the hands of Tyre; this, too, we see from Seripture, had become Nebuchad-
nezzar's. Before this tirne the Pheenician colonies had extended themselves
widely, and these colonies owned a connection with Tyre (and, perhaps, a sort
of dependence) in the offerings sent to the altar of the Tyrian Hercules (i.e.
Baal). The Pheenician colonies had extended to almost every coast of the
Mediterranean, and over these the conquest of Tyre must have given Nebu-
chadnezzar, at least, a certain superiority. ‘Theenrly extentofthe Pheenirian
colonies is exhibited in 2 map and accompanying memoir on the eatly diffusion
of the Hebrew language through the Phenician colonies, in ¢ The Bible of
Every Land,’’ published by Messrs. BagsTeR. DBesides the places mentioned
1n the ¢ Memoir,” as thuse where Phcenician inscriptions had been found,.
Marsecilles must now be added : the Pheenicians appear to have formed a.
mercantile settlement at that port, before the colony of Phocweans.
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kingdom inferior to thee.” -To find out what kingdom
was intended, we have only to inquire what kingdom
succeeded to that of Babylon;—in 2 Chron. xxxvi. 20,
we read of Nebuchadnezzar, “them that had escaped
from the sword, carried he away to Babylon, where they
were servants to him and his sons until the reign of the
kingdom of Persia.,” And indeed in this book of Daniel
itself we find a plain intimation of what the second
kingdom should be which should succeed that of Babylon;
in chap. v. 28, it is said, “ Peres; thy kingdom is divided,
and given to the Medes and Persians.” Although these
were two mnations, yet the Medo-Persian kingdom is
regarded as being one, as we also find in chap. viii. 20.

Third—In the vision, the king had seen “ his belly and
his thighs of brass” (verse 32), and this is defined in the
interpretation to be “another third kingdom of brass,
which shall bear rule over all the earth.” In chap. viii
we learn (verse 21) what this kingdom was, to which
dominion was given after that of the Medes and
Persians ;—“the rough goat is the king of Grecia”;—this
symbolic goat had been previously spoken of as destroy-
ing the ram, which was used in that vision as the symbol
of the Medo-Persian kingdom. The commencement of
chap. xi tells us the same thing.

Fourth.—In the vision the image had been seen with
“his legs of iron” (verse 33),—in the interpretation we
read, “the fourth kingdom shall be strong as iron, for-
asmuch as iron breaketh in pieces and subdueth all
things, and as iron that breaketh all these, shall it break
in pieces and bruise” (verse 40). We shall not find the
name of this fourth kingdom in the Old Testament,
although we see here, and in other places, its character
and description. But we learn from the New Testament
what this kingdom is; for we there find another bearing
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rule over the earth after that of Greece had passed away.
Thus, in Luke ii, we read that there was a certain
empire or kingdom which professed to bear rule over
the whole inhabited earth, at the time when our
Lord was born: and in Luke iii.,, we find things so fully
spoken of after the Roman arrangement and order, that
the ministry -of our Lord’s forerunner is dated “in the
fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Ceesar, Pontius
Pilate being governor of Judea”: thus we see that the
empire of the Ceesars had then begun, and that the
governor sent by that empire exercised authority for it
in the land of the Jews. The same thing is also shown
by the reply of our Lord to the question which was put
to him about the tribute-money, and also by the frequent
mention made of Rome and Roman power in the book
of the Acts.

Thus we may see that it is wholly needless to go
to any other source than that of the Revelation of
God, in order to discover what these four successive
kingdoms are,—the Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Grecian,
Roman.

It must be obvious to the Christian student of Secrip-
ture, how much more satisfactory it is thus to learn the
details of facts from the word of God than from the re-
cords of history; the latter may be true, but the former
commands our faith, and leaves us with a confidence of
certainty, which we never can have with regard to facts
derived from other sources. It would have been indeed
strange if it had been necessary for us to draw from the
doubtful statements of profane historians, in order to
understand prophecy ; and we must also remember how
many would find it impossible to do this.

The metals which symbolise these kingdoms become
less and less pure. A certain process of deterioration
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appears to be marked out as to power, while passing
from one kingdom to another.*

‘When Nebuchaduezzar received the committal from God,
it was simply power from Himself, not derived from man,
not dependent on the will of others, but put by God into
his hand, and exercised in responsibility to Him alone, as
the only ruler of princes. Nebuchadnezzar might rightly
bear, as far as man was concerned, the name of autocrat :
his will was law. Now, we can see in part from Seripture
how power deteriorated in its character in the other king-
doms. The kingdom of Persia was said to be “inferior ”
to that of Nebuchadnezzar, and we see that this was the
case as to the power of its kings. In chapter vi. of this
book, we find Darius unable to deliver Daniel from the
hands of the princes who sought to cast him into the
lions’ den ; not so had Nebuchadnezzar ruled ;—*all peo-
Ple, nations, and languages trembled and feared before
him; whom he would he slew, and whom he would he kept
alive” (v.19). In the case, too, of Ahasuerus in the book
of Esther, the king and the princes act together, and the
king could not undo what they had jointly decreed about
queen Vashti. In Ezra vii. 14, we find authority given to
that servant of God from the king and his seven counsel-
lors. All this shows us not a king acting in the mere
right of his royal prerogative, but a king in a certain
sense controlled by counsellors, without whose advice
and consent he could not act.

In the continual hindrances thrown in the way of the
Jews, after their return from Babylon, when they at-
tempted to carry out the edicts of the Persian kings in
their favour, we see manifest proof how the governors,

* It may be worthy of observation, thot the mefals in the image lessen in
their specific gravity as they go downwards; iron is mot so heavy as brass,.

and thus the weight is soarranged as to exhibit the reverse of stability, even
before we reach the mixture of clay and iron,
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and others in authority under the Persian kings, could
oppose the execution of the pleasure of the sovereign.

We do not read much in Scripture as to the Grecian
power, and therefore details as to the manner of the
deterioration are not to be pressed ; only the fact of such
deterioration of power being intimated should be noticed.

In one respect the Scripture appears to indicate the
mode of this deterioration, when it tells us of the divi-
sions of the third kingdom, so that it continued in a
fragmentary, and not a united form. Babylon and Persia
stood as kingdoms, and fell as kingdoms; the empire of
Alexander continued in broken parts, and these parts
were destroyed one by one.

The fourth kingdom is said to be “as strong as iron.”
As a metal, this is in many respects inferior to brass,
although possessed of much more strength for certain
purposes, and capable of far more extensive application.
Strength and force are spoken of, but still apparently
deterioration.

It may also be noticed that the deterioration of the
fourth kingdom is especially shown in its last state.

Each of the four kingdoms appears as succeeding that
which had gone before, not as annihilating it, but as in-
corporating it with itself ;—each making, as it were, the
dominion of the metal which had gone before a part of
itself. Just so do we read in chap. v. 28, of the manner
in which’ the kingdom of the Medes and Persians suc-
ceeded to that of Babylon: “Thy kingdom is divided
and given to the Medes and Persians ; ” the kingdom not
being, as it were, destroyed, but transferred; that is, the
cities and nations were to continue in existence, while
the glory which had belonged to them passed into the
hand of other powers. Babylon stands as the head of
the image ; and this headship existing throughout the

c
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whole, gives the image its identity. The four powers
succeeded one another as the actual holders of the do-
minion; and as they thus came into view, so is their
place seen successively in the image.

Babylon may be defined as having been power in the
form of absolute autocracy ; Persia, power in the hands
of the king, while nobility of person and descent were
everything ; the nobles were the king’s equals in rank
though not in office. In Greece there was the aristocracy
not of birth, but of supposed excellence as evinced by the
power of the mind of man, and individual influence. In
Rome, power had a still lower character, for the em-
peror was entirely dependent upon popular choice,—~the
soldiers commonly bestowing the imperial dignity upon
a successful general; in fact, the very name of “emperor”
(Imperator) arose from any commander having been so
saluted by his soldiers after a victory, if they were satis-
fied with his conduct; if they did not so salute him,
then he could not receive the public honours of a
triumph.* Thus we see that, in the Roman Empire,
power actually was derived from the people, and it may
also be worthy of observation that the emperors succeeded
one another rather in the way of popular military elec-
tion than in that of hereditary rule.

The committal of power in all the fulness spoken of
in verses 37, 38, appears to belong to Nebuchadnezzar
personally, or at all events to have been confined to the
kingdom of Babylon.

In verse 40, we have rather the character of the

» The senate often made a show of appointing the emperor, but their decree
was, in general, simply a needful compliance on their part. So, too, in the
case of Vespasian, although the people of Rome professed to bestow on him
the imperial power (as recorded in the still existing bronze tablets), yet, in
fact, they had no real power, for Yespasian alréady had the military rule in
his own hands.
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Roman power than its territorial extent; this latter sub-
ject does not appear to belong to the scope of the present
vision, which we have to regard especially as speaking of
these kingdoms in their succession from Babylon, and the
crisis to which they tend.

The “ potter’s clay ” (verse 41) means, I believe, simply
« earthenware,” — that which is hard but yet brittle;
softness does not seem to be at all the thing pointed out.
Now, an image which stood partly upon feet of earthen-
ware would be very stable so long as there was nothing
but direct pressure brought to bear upon these feet;
while a blow falling upon them would break them to
pieces; and that only the more thoroughly from the
fact of iron being intermixed with the earthenware: this
I believe to be the thought here presented to us.

We see from verse 42, that the part of the feet thus
formed of iron and clay intermixed, was the toes; and
the interpretation which is given is, “the kingdom shall
be partly strong and partly broken” (or, rather,
“brittle ”). In verse 43, the explanation is continued,
“they shall mingle themselves with the seed of men”;
thus there will be power (in its deteriorated form, iron)
mixed up with that which is wholly of man, and which,
when put to the proof, is found to be only weakness
itself.

Thus we see this fourth empire especially brought before
us at a time when in a divided condition, and when thus
debased. The number of the toes of the feet appears to
imply a tenfold division: this may be taken as a hint
given to us here, although the more specific statement of
the fact is not told us till farther on in this book. This
kingdom is then divided into parts, which we shall see
from other portions of the Scripture (especially chap. vii.)
to be exactly ten. Power in the hands of the people is

c2



20 THE STONE CUT WITHOUT HANDS

seen, having no internal stability, although something is.
still left of the strength of the iron.

Verse 44. Here we see that when the image is fully
developed, even to the toes of the feet, then destruction
falls on it. In the vision it had been stated (verse 33)
that all the materials of the image became, when smitten,,
“like the chaft of the summer threshing-floors, and the
wind carried them away, that no place was found for
them.” This expression may give us some intimation of
the moral character of these kingdoms before God, such
as we do not find anywhere else in the chapter ; just as we
read in the lst Psalm, “ The ungodly . . . are like the
chaff which the wind driveth away.”

The expression in verse 44, “ in the days of these kings,”
is worthy of attention, for it brings before our minds more
than had been expressly stated, either in the vision or in
the interpretation; namely, that the kingdom which had
last borne rule has been divided, and that the toes of the
feet do actually symbolise such divided parts. “These
kings” cannot mean the four successional monarchies,
because in that case the plural number could not be used,
seeing that they do not co-ezist as the holders of power.
The fourth kingdom is divided into parts (which other
Seriptures show to be exactly ten), and “in the days of
these kings shall the God of heaven set up a kingdom
which shall never be destroyed.”

This kingdom is in its character utterly unlike the four
which had preceded it ; it is nothing springing from Baby-
lonian headship, which may be transferred, and become
deteriorated in the hands of man, but it stands in direct
contrast to all that has been.

It is important to observe very distinctly what is the
crisis of the image :—* a stone was cut out without hands,
which smote the image upon his feet that were of iron
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and clay, and brake them to pieces. Then was the iron,
the clay, the brass, the silver, and the gold,broken to pieces
together, and became like the chaff of the summer thresh-
ing-floors ; and the wind carried them away, that no place
was found for them : and the stone that smote the image
Lecame a great mountain, and filled the whole earth”
(ver. 34, 35).

Now, what does the stone so falling upon the feet of
the image symbolise ? It has been sometimes thought
that it alludes to grace, or to the spread of the gospel;
but surely if the very words of the Scripture be fol-
Jowed, we shall see that destroying judgment on Gentile
power is here spoken of, and not any gradual diffusion of
the knowledge of grace. The image is standing on its
feet, part of iron and part of earthenware; the stone
then falls from above upon these feet,and the whole image
is destroyed as it were with one crash.

Now, our Lord speaks of Himself as the “stone,” and
aakes reference or direct citation of several passages in
the Old Testament in which he had been so designated.
Thus in Mat. xxi., He says, “ Did ye never read in the
Scriptures, The stone which the builders rejected, the same
is become the Head of the corner: this is the Lord’s do-
ing, and it is marvellous in our eyes ?. .. And whosoever
shall fall upon this stone shall be broken ; but on whom-
soever it shall fall, it will grind him to powder ” (ver. 42,
44). Our Lord here cites from Psalm c¢xviii., and alludes
‘to the mention made in Isaiah viii., to the stone on which
Israel has stumbled ‘and been broken; and he likewise
clearly refers to the destroying judgment which takes
place when the stone, now exalted at the head of the
«corner, falls thus upon the fabric of Gentile power ;—“it
sshall grind him to powder.”

“The stone ” must be taken as a definite appellation of



22 THE STONE OF DESTRUCTION.

our Lord. We see this from Psalm exviii. 22, Isaiah viii.
14, and xxviii. 16, Acts iv. 11, and 1 Peter ii. 4, 6, in all
of which Christ is spoken of under this name. Now,
this cannot refer to him as born into the world, because
the fourth kingdom was not then in its divided con-
dition,—mno toes were then in existence. This falling on
the feet of the image could not, therefore, have anything
to do with our Lord when He was upon earth. Equally
impossible is it for this to symbolise the spread of the
gospel ; for, so far from Christians being put in the place
of destroying those that bear earthly rule, they are
taught submission to the powers that be as ordained of’
God, and their place is to suffer, if needs be, but not to.
rebel.

Thus, it.is clear that the Lord Jesus is here referred
to as coming again ;—in the day when He shall take to
Himself his great power and shall reign,—when He shall
be revealed “in flaming fire, taking vengeance on them
that know not God, and obey not the gospel of our Lord
Jesus Christ.” (2 Thes. i. 8)

It might occur as a difficulty that the Roman empire
does not exist as one united body; and hence it might
be thought that the stone falling on the image must have
been some past event: but observe, the Roman empire is
presented in its divided condition. It is true that these
divisions commenced about 1400 years ago, but under
the divided parts of the Roman empire we still live,* and
its last condition is that in which the stone of destruc-
tion falls upon it,—a condition in which as yet it has
never been.

* Not only did the monarchies of Western Europe spring up, as each hold-
ing a portion of Roman sovereignty, but also in their continued administrat.lon‘
this fact has been habitually recognised. Each has regarded itself as holding

a portion of Roman imperium. See Note on the Roman Empire and its Divi-
sions, after Remarks on the Four Beasts, chap. vii.
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Now, we may regard “the stone” in three different
ways, for we find it in Scripture so spoken of,in connec-
tion with Israel, with the Church, and with the Gentile
powers. In Isaiah viii. 14, 15, we read that the Lord of
Hosts would become “a stone of stumbling, and for a
rock of offence to both the houses of Israel, for a gin
and for a snare to the inhabitants of Jerusalem. And
many among them shall stumble, and fall, and be broken
and snared and taken.” We see from the words of our
Lord already cited from Mat. xxi.,, and from what Peter
says, Acts iv. 11, how Judah stumbled upon Christ ac-
cording to the words of the Prophecy. We see also from
1 Peter ii. 7, 8, how Israel in their dispersions did also
stumble upon Christ as preached unto them,—“a stone
of stumbling and a rock of offence, even to them which
stumble at the word, being disobedient ; whereunto also
they were appointed.” Thus both the houses of Israel
have fallen upon this stone, and they are broken, not
destroyed,—cast off for a time though still “ beloved
for the fathers' sakes.”

How different is the connection of the Church with
this stone ! “To whom coming as unto a living stone,
disallowed indeed of men, but chosen of God and pre-
cious, ye also, as living stones, are built up a spiritual
house, an holy priesthood,” ete. Thus could the Apostle
Peter address those who by nation belonged to Israel, who
through grace had trusted in the blood of the Lamb,
without blemish and without spot. And as the Church
consists of “us whom he hath called, not of the Jews
only but alsoof the Gentiles,” this blessing is true of
the whole family of faith,—we are built upon this
“ stone,” this tried foundation ; we are thus identified with
it, and not with those who have fallen upon it, nor yet
with those upon whom it shall fall.
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I have already spoken of the relation of this stone to
Gentile power, but I would remark further, that the
utter distinctness of this power from that which stands
in grace, is most vividly presented to us in the crisis of
this power. The Church is built upon the stone; the
image is destroyed by the stone falling upon it. We
ought carefully to note the distinctions which God makes
in his word, and no line of demarcation which He has
laid down is more plain than that which exists between
the world and its power on the one hand, and the Church
on the other. How wondrously does it show the power
of Satan in confusing the mind as to things that differ,
that it should have been supposed to be possible for the
Church rightly to rest upon the power of this world,—
upon that which the Lord Jesus is going thus to judge!

Let the saints rightly value their place as identified
with Christ, as resting upon Him; and then they will
see aright how to act as to any connection with the world
and its power. A saint who identified himself with the
image, would be, as it were, so far seeking to put himself
in the place of that which will receive destroying judg-
ment. It is quite true that God will keep from final
condemnation every soul that He has quickened by the
Spirit to believe in Christ; but it would evince a hardi-
hood of mind, which seems scarcely compatible with
grace, for any one deliberately to say, “ God will keep
me, and so I may put myself in the place where judg-
ment will fall.” It is for us to have nothing to do with
that upon which the judgment of God will fall, but to
realise our union with Him who will execute the judg-
ment, and in whose coming kingdom his people will
share.

The second chapter of Daniel may be looked on as the
alphabet of the prophetic statements contained in the



RECAPITULATION, 25

book ; and it is well for the mind to be grounded in the
truths contained in this portion of the book, before other
parts of it are searched into. We have here the four
successive empires ;—the last of these in a divided and
deteriorated condition,—and then in contrast to the
whole that had preceded, a kingdom, which shall last for
ever, set up by the God of heaven,—the coming of the
Lord Jesus in destroying judgment being the turning
point which changes the whole scene ; all that had failed
in the hand of man then passing away, and that which
is kept in the Lord’s own hand being then introduced.

If we refer to the 8th Psalm, we shall see the extent
of Christ’s dominion spoken of in terms very similar to
those which in this chapter had been used to deseribe
the power committed to Nebuchadnezzar: we thus see
how the power of the earth, intrusted to him, and which
failed in his hand, is taken up by Christ, as One who
really is able tohold and to exercise aright this dominion
in all its wide extent.
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THE GREAT TREE—DANIEL IV.

THE vision in this chapter does not particularly connect:
itself with the object proposed in these “ Remarks,” which
was to speak of those portions of Daniel which are still,
in a great measure, future; it is, however, one of much
interest, for here we find, in the past accomplishment of
a vision, an earnest of the exact and precise fulfilment.
which all these visions must necessarily receive.

The form of this chapter is remarkable; it is a decree
proceeding from Nebuchadnezzar himself, after those
things had passed over him, which God foretold to him in
vision ;—when he was forced to confess “the signs and
wonders that the high God hath wrought towards me.
How great are his signs! and how mighty are his won-
ders! his kingdom is an everlasting kingdom, and his
dominion is from generation to gemeration.” (ver. 2, 3.)
Thus did the king, at length, acknowledge the hand and
power of God. After the vision in the second chapter had
been declared to him by Daniel, he looked to the prophet
as though he were the source of the communication of
divine truth to him : ““then the king Nebuchadnezzar fell
upon his face, and worshipped Daniel, and commanded
that they should offer an oblation and sweet odours unto
him ” (ii. 46) ; he then acknowledged God as the revealer
of secrets, although it is evident that his heart was in no
way humbled before Him.

And thus, in the next chapter, so far from honouring
the living and true God, the king set up his golden image
in the plain of Dura, commanding that all should worship
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the idol ; as if he, who was himself the receiver of power
from God, could himself possess authority to decree any-
thing as to who should or should not be the object of reli-
gious worship. The miraculous deliverance of those who
refused to obey the king’s command to commit idolatry,
leads to an acknowledgment, on his part, of the God
whose power had thus shown itself; so that he made an
edict that no one should speak against the God of Sha-
drach, Meshach, and Abednego, on pain of death.

But still his heart was lifted up in pride ; he continued
to trust in his own power; and this fourth chapter is his
own remarkable declaration kow God had dealt with him
to humble his haughty spirit.

After acknowledging the power of God, he goes on to
say, “ I Nebuchadnezzar was at rest in mine house, and
flowrishing in my palace: I saw a dream which made me
afraid, and the thoughts upon my bed, and the visions of
my head troubled me.” He then describes (ver. G, 9) how
he sought in vain, from the wise men of Babylon, to learn
the meaning of the vision, until Daniel came in before
him: to the prophet the king thus detailed his vision:
*Thus were the visions of my head in my bed : I saw, and
behold, a tree in the midst of the earth, and the height
thereof was great. The tree grew and was strong, and the
height thereof reached unto heaven, and the sight thereof”
to the end of all the earth. The leaves thereof were fair,.
and the fruit thereof much, and in it was meat for all : the
beasts of the field had shadow under it, and the fowls of
the heaven dwelt in the boughs thereof, and all flesh was
fed of it” (ver. 10—12). Such, then, was the tree as seen
in its greatness ; but the sentence of God followed: “I
saw in the visions of my head upon my bed, and, behold,,
a watcher and an holy one came down from heaven. He
cried aloud, and said thus, Hew down the tree, and cut
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off his branches, shake off his leaves, and scatter his fruit,
let the beasts get away from under it, and the fowls from
his branches. Nevertheless, leave the stump of his roots
in the earth, even with a band of iron and brass, in the
tender grass of the field: and let it be wet with the dew
of heaven, and let his portion be with the beasts in the
grass of the earth.” The next verse shows that even the
dream intimated that the tree symbolised a person: “ Let
his heart be changed from man’s, and let a beast’s heart
be given unto him, and let seven times pass over him.
This matter is by the decree of the watchers, and the
demand of the word of the holy ones; to the intent that
the living may know that the Most High ruleth in the
kingdom of men, and giveth it to whomsoever He will,
and setteth up over it the basest of men.”

Having thus narrated the dream, the king sought the
interpretation from the prophet. Daniel shows us that the
communiecation of truth from God, or a place of special
service to Him, does not at all interfere with the full
action of right human feelings. He saw that the vision
foretold a solemn chastisement from God, which should
fall upon Nebuchadnezzar, and therefore he felt deeply
his own position as being thus the communicator of evil
tidings. “Then Daniel, whose name was Belteshazzar,
was astonied one hour, and his thoughts troubled him.
The king spake and said, Belteshazzar, let not the dream,
or the interpretation thereof, trouble thee. Belteshazzar
answered and said, My lord, the dream be to them
that hate thee, and the interpretation thereof to thine
enemies.” He then, after describing the tree in all its
greatness, adds: “It is thou, O king, that art grown
and become strong: for thy greatness is grown, and
reacheth unto heaven, and thy dominion to the end of
the earth.” He then applies the judgment on the tree
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to the king: “ They shall drive thee from men, and thy
dwelling shall be with the beasts of the field, and they
shall make thee to eat grass as oxen, and they shall wet,
thee with the dew of heaven, and seven times shall pass
over thee, till thou know that the Most High ruleth in
the kingdom of men, and giveth it to whomsoever He
will” But still the king was told that his kingdom
should be sure unto him, after he knew that the heavens.
do rule. Daniel’s feeling towards the king did not
allow him to rest with merely delivering the prophecy
of chastening ; he exhorts the king as having a true and
earnest desire for his welfare : “ Wherefore, O king, let
my counsel be acceptable unto thee, and break off thy
sins by righteousness, and thine iniquities by showing
mercy to the poor; if it may be a lengthening of thy
tranquillity.”

A year passed on: the king’s heart was not humbled ;
he still looked on his power and might as his own, and
did not confess that rule and authority are from
above, and not from beneath. He was walking in the
palace of the kingdom of Babylon, and his haughty
utterance was, “Is not this great Babylon that I have
built for the house of my kingdom, by the might of my
power, and for the honour of my majesty ?” According
to the thoughts of man this was only natural: it was
Nebuchadnezzar who had made Babylon what it was in
ts greatness and vastness, not merely politically, but
also as to the actual, visible, edifices.® At once there
came to him a voice from heaven declaring the immediate
accomplishment of the prediction, which was fulfilled
the same hour.

* It was reserved to our day to bring out to light an abiding record of the
extent of the works of Nebuchadnezzar : the inscription in the arrow-headed
character, found on the bricks in every part of the plain of Babylon, is *“ Nebu-
chadnezzar, the son of Nabopolassar” " twrned to so many ncw uses, they still
speak of the establisher of Babylon's greatness.
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The appointed seven years were at length accomplished
in the king’s humiliation, and then (he says), “ At the
-end of the days I Nebuchadnezzar lifted up mine eyes
unto heaven, and mine understanding returned unto me;
-and I blessed the Most High; and I praised and honoured
Him that liveth for ever,” etc.—(ver. 34). And then,
according to the word of the Lord by Daniel, his king-
dom was restored to him, and “excellent majesty was
added to him.” He whose earthly power had been so
great, had now learned to “ praise, and extol, and honour
the King of Heaven, all whose works are truth, and his
ways judgment: and those that walk in pride, He is able
to abase.”

This is an instructive lesson of the exactitude with
which prophecy is accomplished: it may teach us Zow
we should expect the fulfilment of what is yet future.
These things took place under the head of the first of
the four great monarchies, and thus they might have been
regarded as a warning to those possessed of the power of
the earth ;—that they might learn who gives them their
power, and who it is that ruleth among the children of
men

How little this was heeded is shown us in the next
chapter, where Belshazzar, unmindful of what he had
known (chap. v. 22) of the actings of God, went on in a
-course of unhumbled blasphemy. The neglected warning
made the condemnation all the greater. The kingdom of
Belshazzar was numbered and finished ; he was weighed
in the balances and found wanting; to him there was no
ulterior promise of restoration, for he had sinned wilfully
after having had the lesson of God’s dealing set before
him.

Thus has God, from the beginning, shown us what the
result is of power in the hands of the Gentile monarchs:



GOD THE SOURCE OF POWER, 31

the Giver of authority has been continually forgotten ; it
has been regarded as something not received, or else it
has been attributed to wrong sources.

In the sixth chapter of Daniel we find one remarkable
exemplification of what man may do when possessed of
authority: Darius was led by the craft of the presidents
and princes to decree that no petition should be asked for
thirty days of any God or man save of himself only.
He seems to have thus unwittingly put himself in the
place of God, and thus became an aider of the evil design
formed against Daniel —a design which, by the miraculous
interposition of God, issued in the destruction of those
that formed it.

All the results set before us in this book show that
power will never be held as from God, and for God, until
Christ takes it into his own hand. God dealt with the
first head of Gentile power for the instruction of those
who should come after (“to the intent that the living
may know that the Most High ruleth in the kingdom of
men”); but the result has only been farther and yet
farther estrangement from God, until this shall be fully
exhibited in the last head of Gentile power.
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THE FOUR BEASTS.—DANIEL VIIL

THIS chapter contains a prophetic vision, and its inter-
pretation given to the prophet, in which the objects are
presented not merely according to their external aspect
(as had been the case in the second chapter, in the vision:
seen by the king), but according to the mind of God con-
cerning them.

In this vision, we not only have again four successive
kingdoms upon earth, and an everlasting kingdom set up
by God on the destruction of the last of these, but we
find also distinct details as to moral features, as regards
God and those who belong to Him,

This vision was seen in the first year of King Belshaz-
zar, when the power of Babylon, which had risen to its
height under Nebuchadnezzar, was about to pass away,—
the warnings given by God to that king having been
wholly disregarded by his successor.

In speaking of the origin of these four kingdoms, we:
read (verse 2) of “the great sea” as the scene from
which the four symbolic beasts arise;— this is not, I
believe, an expression which we should overlook ; for the
«“great sea” is always used in every other passage of
Scripture in which the phrase occurs, as meaning dis-
tinctively the Mediterranean Sea. This, I believe, pre-
sents that sea before us as the centre territorially of the
scene of this vision.

Four beasts arise out of this sea (ver. 3), and these are
(ver. 17) interpreted to be “four kings which shall arise
out of the earth.” From the words of ver. 23, “ The
fourth beast shall be the fourth kingdom upon earth,” it
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’

isclear that the words “king ” and “ kingdom" are used,
in passages of this kind, almost in an interchangeable
sense ;—a& kingdom is sometimes looked at as headed up
in its sovereign, whose name is used ; at other times the
name of the kingdom is used in speaking of the power,
designs, etc.,-of the sovereign. This must be borne in
mind just as much in reading prophetic narrations as in
the common language of life.

We may thus, interchangeably, speak of the Babylonian,
Medo-Persian, Grecian, and Roman empires, or of those
of Nebuchadnezzar, Cyrus, Alexander, and Augustus.

The distinet scriptural proof of what these four king-
doms thus succeeding each other must be, has been given
in Remarks on the Great Image, chap. ii. pp. 12—15: it
is needless to repeat it here; but it may not be amiss
to add, that the four individuals regarded by God as
the heads of these several monarchies are all of them
definitely brought before us in Scripture, either in his-
torical account or else in distinct prophecy as to their
persons, or both :—of the four personal heads, Alexander
alone is not'a subject of Scripture Aistory, as well as of
prophecy.

Now while I believe it to be most important for us to
remember, that, for the real spiritual understanding of
the word of God, and for its use as bearing on our con-
sciences, we need no knowledge but that which the
Spirit has given us in the word, yet we may often find
truths intimated in the prophetic Scripture, which throw
much light upon what we learn as facts from other
sources : — this is a very different thing from using
history in a manner for which God has given us no
warrant, as though the word could be illuminated by
any such doubtful, defective, and glimmering light ot
man’s kindling.

D
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Now, in looking at “the great sea” as the territorial
scene of the vision, we must also remember that the
time to whicli the visions in Daniel belong, is that of
Gentile power ruling over Jerusalem and the Jews, and
also that the powers are defined (verse 17) to be monar-
chies:—we thus find that each of these beasts sym-
bolises & monarchy, bordering on the Mediterranean, and
having Jerusalem under its dominion. Now, in point of
fact, we find that this was the case with regard to these
powers ;—each stood as symbolised by a beast; and it
superseded the one that had gone before it, when these
three particulars were true of it, and not before.

Babylon had existed as a monarchy originally under
Nimrod, and again afterwards in the days of Hezekiah ;
but it did not border on the Mediterranean, nor bear rule
over Jerusalem, until the time of Nebuchadnezzar; and
then both of these things took place simultaneously;—
its empire extended along the eastern coasts of that sea.

Persia had been a monarchy previously ; but so soon as
the empire of Cyrus reached the Mediterranean, the
empire of Babylon passed into his hands, and Jerusalem
became part of his dominions ;—this empire encircled
more of the Mediterranean,—from the Hellespont to
Cyrene.

Greece, although locally situated on the Mediterranean
Sea, had not been a monarchy previous to the time of
Alexander; but so soon as this took place, the power of
Persia passed away before it, and Jerusalem became a
part of the new empire. The Grecian monarchy sur-
rounded yet more of the Mediterranean ; for it added all
the coasts of Greece to that part which had been held
by Persia.

Rome, too, was locally a Mediterranean power, but not
a monarchy :—three things took place, however, at the
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same time,—the last of the four parts of Alexander’s
empire (symbolised, even in this vision, by the four
heads of the third beast), passed into the hand of the
Romans, Jerusalem became a mere dependency, and
Rome became a monarchy under Augustus,—this fourth
empire surrounding all the coasts of the Mediterranean
Sea.

This, as it appears to me, is what we have presented
before us in the territorial allotment of the sphere of
this vision.

The brief interpretation of the vision is given in verses
17,18: “These great beasts, which are four, are four
kings, which shall arise out of the earth: but the saints
of the most high [places] shall take the kingdom, and
possess the kingdom for ever, even for ever and ever.”
This gives us the general outline of the truths here
taught “us,—the succession of the monarchies, and a
kingdom which should arise in contrast to the earthly
empires.

The first of these four kingdoms is here symbolised
by a lion (verse 4) with eagles’ wings: the prophet
beheld it until the wings were plucked,—until (I sup-
pose) its ability for wide-spread conquest had passed
away : it was made to stand on its feet as a man, and a
man’s heart.was given unto it. These words seem to
me an intimation of what had taken place with regard
to Nebuchadnezzar, who was taught by the remarkable
discipline of God that the Most High ruleth in the
kingdom of men.

The second monarchy was symbolised by a bear: this
beast made for itself “ one dominion” (for so I believe
we should render the expression which stands in our
version “one side ') : the Medes were an ancient people,
and the Persians were a comparatively modern tribe;

p 2
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neither of these could be looked on as likely to overturn
the power of Babylon; but by the expression “one
dominion,” there seems to be a hint of the second
kingdom being a unifed power, so that the one dominion
should be a combination ; and thus it stands in con-
trast to the third and fourth monarchies which were at.
first united and afterwards were divided. The three
ribs seen in the mouth of the bear seem to indicate the
conquests which it was devouring, according to what
was sald to it, “ Arise, devour much flesh.”

The four-headed winged leopard, which symbolised
the third kingdom, seems to indicate the rapidity of the
conquests of that power, and the fourfold division which
was its after condition.

But it is impossible to read this vision without seeing
that the fourth kingdom is the principal topic brought
before us, and that the other three simply appear as in-
troductory. We see from verse 19, that this was the im-
pression made upon Daniel’s mind by that which was
exhibited to him in symbol. But not only was the fourth
beast the most conspicuous object, but it was while in a.
certain condition that the details concerning it are
given :—we look in fact rather at the crisis than the
course of its history. The description of the beast is
given in verse 7: “ After this I saw in the night visions,
and, behold, a fourth beast, dreadful and terrible, and
strong exceedingly ; and it had great iron teeth: it de-
voured and brake in pieces, and stamped the residue
with the feet of it: and it was diverse from all the beasts
that were before it ”:—this is the general description, and
then there is added, “and it had ten horns,” and then
another horn is spoken of as springing up amongst the
former ten. Now, it is clear that itis the actings of the
beast when possessed of this horn, or rather perhaps of
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this horn as concentrating the power of the beast, with
which in this vision we have to do.

In the statement which was made to Daniel, we find a
very distinct explanation of these things: it was said to
him (verse 23), “The fourth beast shall be the fourth
kingdom upon earth, which shall be diverse from all
kingdoms, and shall devour the whole earth, and tread it
down, and break it in pieces: and the ten horns out of
this kingdom are ten kings that shall arise.”—Thus, we
see that the horns symbolise what this kingdom would
become at a particular point of time; namely, when
that empire, which was once united as a monarchy under
the power of the Camsars, should be divided into ten
kingdoms. An intimation of this had been given in the
number of the toes of the image in chap. ii,, and the same
thing is found both in symbol and in direct statement in
the book of Revelation (see, for instance, chap. xiii. 1,
and xvii. 12).

This, then, must be the state of the Roman earth at
the time when another king, whose actings are here de-
tailed, arises in the midst of the other kings.

This king is at first symbolised by “a lit¢le horn ”: this
is not his designation when acting in blasphemy and
persecution, for then the symbolic horn had become very
great, “ his look was more stout than his fellows ”;—but
at first he rises like “ a Zi#tle horn” in the midst of the
other horns, and then so increases in power as far to sur-
pass them all.

The rise of this last horn was thus shown in the
symbol —*“1 considered the horns, and, behold, there
came up among them another little horn, before whom
there were three of the first horns plucked up by the
roots : and, behold, in this horn were eyes like the eyes
of man, and a mouth speaking great things” (verse 8).
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This is explained, in verse 24, to be another king rising
after the first ten, “and he shall be diverse from the first,
and he shall subdue three kings”’: and then his persecu-
tion and blasphemy are mentioned.

As spoken of at first, we meet with nothing but his
blasphemy against God, and then (verse 11) judgment
from God falling upon the beast because of this blas-
phemy ;—but when Daniel is making inquiry as to what
all this might mean, some further particulars are brought
before us:—“1 beheld, and the same horn made war
with the saints, and prevailed against them ; until the
Ancient of Days came [as had been shown in the pre-
vious vision, ver. 9], and judgment was given to the saints
of the most high [places]; and the time came that the
saints possessed the kingdom ™ (verses 21, 22). This is
explained (verse 25), “ And he shall speak great words
against the Most High, and shall wear out the saints of
the most high [places], and think to change times and
laws : and they shall be given into his hand, until a time
and times and the dividing of time.”

Thus, we see this king using his power in a twofold
form of opposition to God;—in open and direct blas-
phemy against Him, and in the persecution of his saints.
We also find that this opposition continues to the end of
his reign, and that this is consummated by the direct
judgment of God.

While the scene presented on earth is the beast ener-
gised by this last horn, wearing out the saints and blas-
pheming the name of God, we have also the veil so
withdrawn as to unfold to us what at the same time
takes place in heaven. In verses 9 and 10 we have this
displayed to us ;—a court of judicature is set in heaven;
where God judges, and, in consequence of his judgment,
the sentence which is pronounced above, unseen by any
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eye save that of faith, is executed upon the earth: «1I
beheld till the thrones were cast down [or rather were
set], and the Ancient of Days did sit, whose garment was
white as snow, and the hair of his head like the pure
wool : his throne was like the fiery flame, and his wheels
as burning fire; ... .. the judgment was set, and the
books were opened ”; and then the effect on earth of the
judgment in heaven is thus spoken of: “I beheld then,
because of the voice of the great words which the horn
spake; I beheld, even till the beast was slain, and his
body destroyed, and given to the burning flame.” Verse
12 must be regarded, I think, as a kind of parenthetic
statement of the manner in which the dominion of the
three former beasts had passed away ;—not by any des-
troying judgments from God, but by each being super-
seded by its successor. But here there is the direct judg-
ment of God upon the fourth beast, because of the
matured evil of its last horn.

There is a particular and interesting portion of the
heavenly scene in verses 13, 14. There we find “one
lilke the Son of Man” coming to the Ancient of Days in
the place of judicature, and there receiving investiture
of a certain kingdom. This is in fact very similar to
what we read in Psalm ex., where it is said, “ Jehovah
shall send the rod of thy strength [Messiah's strength]
out of Zion: Rule thou in the midst of thine enemies.”
We must avoid regarding the events of these two verses,
namely 13 and 14, as being actually subsequent to the
destruction of the fourth beast, because of the voice of
the great words which the horn spake; it is rather a
part of the heavenly scene coinciding in point of time
with the secret judgment which had been just before
mentioned :—the delivery of the kingdom into the hand
of the Son of Man in heaven being in fact the immediate
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introduction to his coming forth to execute that ven-
geance in which the last horn is destroyed.

It is impossible for us not to call to mind the various
passages in the New Testament which speak of the Lord
Jesus coming “with clouds,” even as when He ascended,
“a cloud reccived Him out of their sight”: to instance
one of these places:—when our Lord stood before the
high priest, He said, “ Hereafter shall ye see the Son of
Man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in
the clouds of heaven”—(Matt. xxvi. 64). Now, in the
expression “sitting on the right hand of power,” He
clearly referred to Psalm cx. 1 (see also Psalm lxxx. 17),
—but in speaking of the clouds of heaven He as mani-
festly alluded to this place in Daniel :—the one passage
of the Old Testament brings before us the place into
which He, who has thus been rejected by men, is received
by God; the other brings before us the glory which shall
be manifested in his coming and taking the rule into his
own hands.

But there is this difference between the mention made
of “the clouds of heaven” in Daniel, from that in the
New Testament ; that here we have not the coming forth
of Christ spoken of, but that which immediately pre-
cedes it ;—1 say advisedly, immediately precedes,—because,
He sits at the right hand of Jehovah until his enemies
are made his footstool; and when God has accomplished
that, then this kingdom is given in actual investiture to
the Son, and He comes forth to crush his so prepared
footstool beneath his feet.

But though this scene, in which the clouds of heaven
are mentioned, is not identical with the actual coming forth
of Christ, yet even this passage might be taken as inti-
mating the very close connection between the two things,
—for the court of judicature set in heaven is, so to speak,
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the intermediate point between his seat in glory, where
He now is, and the manifestation of his person, when
« gvery eye shall see Him,”—He has with Him the same
adjuncts that He will have when He returns to this earth.

We have then as the parties before us in the erisis of
this chapter:—

Upon earth: 1.—The last horn of the fourth beast,
persecuting the saints, and blaspheming God.

2.—The beast itself with ten horns (three plucked up
before the last horn), so connected with the horn of blas-
phemy that it is involved in the judgment on that horn,
and is in several important senses responsible for its acts.

3.—The saints worn out and warred against by the
horn of blasphemy.

In heaven: 1.—The Ancient of Days taking the place
of judicature, and condemning the fourth beast because
of the words spoken by the horn.

2—The Son of Man brought before Him with adjuncts
of heavenly glory, and receiving above a kingdom which
He will exercise in government upon earth.

If we learn simply from Seripture, I think that there
can be no question as to who or what the fourth beast
symbolises :—that has been considered already :—but with
regard to the horn of blasphemy, it is very important for
us distinctly to see from the word of God whether this
be a power past, present, or future. One thing is clear,
that his dominion and actings in blasphemy and perse-
cution, continue up to the coming of the Lord, because it
is then the saints take the kingdom, and not before, and
till they take the kingdom he wears them out.

Thus, if he be a power whose rise is past, he must also
be present, and some of his actings must be future. And,
further, if his wearing out of the saints has begun, it must
also be now going on, and must still continue until the
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Jjudgment of verse 10. It might also be left to the con-
sciences of Christians to say whether they are now at
this time enduring active persecutions of this kind, or
whether they are in most places permitted to dwell in
external rest and tranquillity.

We cannot, then, possibly spealk of this horn of blas-
phemy as already past:—just as manifest is it that his
dominion is entirely future. The considerations just
stated appear to prove this point.

But further:—it is said (verse 25),“ And he shall speak
great words against the Most High, and shall wear out the
saints of the most high [places], and think to change times
and laws: and they shall be given into his hand, until a
time and times and the dividing of time.” Here then we
have a chronological statement, to which we shall do well
to take heed:—it is true that this is a period reckoned
backward, and thus we can form no calculation of our
own upon it as to times or seasons; but for the purpose
for which God has revealed it, it is so stated as fully to
meet the object; it is a period which runs on to the
coming of the Lord Jesus, and must be reckoned back-
ward from that time. This then gives the limit of the
distinct actings of this horn in blasphemy and persecu-
tion; it commences at the beginning of the “ time, times,
and a half,” and runs on to the coming of Christ without
any intermission.

This period has been commonly taken (and I have no
doubt rightly so) as signifying three years and a half :—
now, we know that it must mean a period exactly
defined, and not about such or such a time; for had it
been merely an indefinite statement, the mention of
“half a time” would be useless. It is impossible to be
definite and indefinite at one and the same time. The
word rendered “ time,” is that which denotes either a
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stated period or else a set feast : or else an idea blended,
as it were, of the two; namely, the interval from one of
the great set feasts to its recurrence, i.e. a year ;—thus
then we find, a fime, i.e. one year; fimes (the smallest
plural, as the statement is definite), two years, and half a
year; i.e. three years and a half.

The word “time” issimilarly used in chap. iv., where
it was foretold to Nebuchadnezzar that he should be
driven from men until “seven ¢imes” should pass over
him ; i. e. seven years : also in Lev. xxiil.,, where the feasts
are mentioned, the Hebrew word which corresponds to
the Chaldee word here used (and which itself is found
in chap. xii. 7), is employed in the sense of denoting a
set feast, or the period from one recurrence to another.

Thus then the period at which the especial blasphemy
and persecutions of this horn begin, is three years and a
half before the coming of the Lord Jesus,—a short time,
during which evil will be allowed greatly to prevail, but
then in consequence of its full development the judgment
of God will come in.

This then is briefly his history as given in this vision.
The Roman earth is found divided into ten kingdoms:—
another king arises who destroys three of the former
kings :—for three years and a half he acts in open
defiance of God, and in persecution of his saints:—the
whole Roman earth is so connected with his deeds as to
share in the judgment which comes from the hand of God
upon him, and this occurs at the very time when the
kingdom is given into the hand of the Son of Man, and
when the saints take it with Him.

But many may object, Is not the horn here spoken of
the Papacy ? Does not history warrant us in charging
these blasphemies and persecutions upon that power ?

To this I reply, No appeal to history can be of any
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avail in opposition to dircct testimony in the word of
God. Thus, unless this power be wearing out the saints
continuously up to the coming of the Lord, the chief
point in supposed resemblance is lost. And even further,
if any one chooses openly and fairly to appeal to history,
he will find discrepancies at every point :—for instance,
the tenfold division of the Roman earth of which
mention is here made, has never yet taken place, and
therefore, of course, the horn which was to arise after
the others has not yet come into existence. It is quite
true that many have given lists of kingdoms which arose
m the fifth and sixth centuries out of the broken parts
of the Roman empire ;—Dbut these have all been sought
merely in the west, as though the eastern half were not
to be considered: when in fact the existence of the
eastern empire was protracted for a thousand years after
that period* And further, whatever lists have been
made out of ten kingdoms, they have all varied widely
both as to the kingdoms themselves, and also as to which
were the three which the Papacy overcame. It has also
been entirely forgotten that the Papacy existed before the
breaking up of even the w«estern empire, instead of being
a horn springing up affer the other ten.

But it has been said that this horn mnst be a power
existing through a long period of time, and not a single
king ; because it is alleged that in prophetic langnage a
day is used as a symbol of a year, and therefore a year
as that of three hundred and sixty days (twelve months
of thirty days each), and thus the whole time of the per-
secution of this horn is twelve hundred and sixty years.
This question is one into which, in its full statement, I
cannot enter in this place, but the reader will find it

= Till May 29, 1453, when the Turks took Constantinople, and the last
Constantine fell.
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examined elsewhere more fully.* I will only here remark,
that if this canon of interpretation were sound, the

eriol of Nebuchadnezzar’s madness (“seven times”)
would be still continuing; and not only should we be
left in utter uncertainty in every prophecy in which time
was mentioned, but in some we should even find inex-
tricable incongruities and contradictions. What, for in-
stance, could we make of the three days during which
our Lord was to lie in the grave ? But the comparison
of the “seven times ” which should pass over Nebuchad-
nezzar is sufficient in this place :—the dominion of this
horn is half of that time ;—both are prophetic state-
ments ;—and thus the allegation is utterly groundless,
that we have here a period predicted of 1260 years. The
accomplished prediction of chapter iv. is authority to us
for understanding the expressions of chapter vii. Let us
take it simply as being what it states,—three years and
a half ;—a short period, immediately followed by the
coming of the Lord Himself.

The same considerations which show the non-applica-
bility of this horn to the Papacy, will equally evince that
it caunot be any other power whatever which has as yet
come into existence:—we have yet to see the tenfold
division of the Roman earth before it can arise.

If we look on corrupted Christianity as the worst form
of evil, we should fail greatly in estimating aright those
things of which the Spirit teaches us in the word. Cor-
rupt Christianity,—the introduction of other things as
the ground of peace with God besides faith in the one
sacrifice of Christ once offered,—the admixture of idola-
try with the worship of God, even as the mixed multi-
tude did in the cities of Samaria (2 Kings xvii.),—these

* 8ec Note on the year-dny system, alter Remarks on The Seventy ILcptads.
(Daniel ix.)
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are indeed abominations; but our eyes are directed to sec
“ greater abominations than these.” The consequence of
the non-reception of the truth will be the solemn act of
God, in sending upon men “strong delusion,” so that they
will receive, own, and honour, in the place of God, that
person, “ whose coming is after the working of Satan,
with all power, and signs, and lying wonders.” God will
act in this manner to prepare the foes of Christ to be
crushed by his feet (see Psalm xcii. 7). Corrupt Chris-
tianity may obscure every fundamental truth of God’s
revelation, but it would cease to be Christianity at all
(whether in substance, form, or name), if the God whom
we own should be denied and counselledly rejected, both
in heart and also in word :—and yet this will be done.
He will “deny the Father and the Son.”

Let then our thoughts of the evil of corrupt Chris-
tianity be what they may, let us form a just estimate of
its awfulness from its contrast to that which God reveals
as his truth—7ere is something which goes beyond it:
it is true that it issues out of it, but still it is not to be
measured by its precursors. If, then, we apply these
solemn truths to things past or present, we lose the true
purpose for which God has revealed them, and blunt (so
‘to speak) the edge of his truth.

There is one point in the vision and interpretation
+which must not be overlooked :—in the vision (ver. 13,
14) the Son of Man takes the kingdom; in the inter-
pretation (verse 18) it is said, “ the saints of the most
bigh [places] take the kingdom.” How simply does the
light of New Testament truth explain to us that which
at first sight might seem a contrast instead of a connec-
tion! This is one of the passages of the Old Testament
Scripture which may be taken as an intimation of that
union which was afterwards to be declared as existing
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between Christ and his people,—the union which was
brought out in his death and resurrection. That which
had been said of Him in the vision, is said of them in
the interpretation.

In verse 27, it is said that the kingdom, ete., “ under
the whole heaven shall be given to the people of the saints
of the most high [places),”—this appears to me to be a
different statement, informing us that a certain kingdom,
not co-extensive with that of the Son of Man, will be
given to a certain nation. Who then can this nation be 2
Now, it is clear from many Scriptures that Israel will,
after they are set in grace, and their blindness and con-
sequent rejection are ended, be the head of the nations,
and bear rule over the earth. In chap. viii. 24, we find
the expression “the mighty and the holy people,” or,
more literally, “people of the holy ones,” or, “people
of the saints,”—this Hebrew phrase answering pretty
accurately to the Chaldee used in the passage before us.
Now, as in chap. viii, the Jews are clearly the nation
denoted, so do I consider that they are intended here.
But it may be asked, Why are they so called in this
place ? and why are the saints of the most high [places]
thus connected with them ? To give a complete answer
to these inquiries in all their branches, would involve
the consideration of very many portions of Seripture ;—
reference to a few passages may suffice to guide the
mind aright.

In Rom. ix. 24, we read concerning the saints of God,
“us whom He hath called, not of the Jews only, but also
of the Gentiles.” In Rom. xi. 24, we read of “their own
olive tree” (Israel’s) as being that into which Gentile
believers are graffed. Now, I believe that if we would
give a Secriptural definition of the Church of God, we
should say that they are Abraham’s sced; if we would
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detine the Church as it now exists upon this carth, from
the time of Christ’s first coming, resurrection, and ascen-
sion, to his second coming, we should say that they are a.
body “blessed with all spiritual blessings in heavenly
places in Christ” (Eph. i. 3), including believing Jews,
during the time that the nation at large is under blind-
ness, with whom God in sovereign and marvellous grace
has associated believing Gentiles, making all one body,
joint heirs, ete. Thus, although on every side we see
many Gentiles professing or holding the faith of Jesus,
and very few Jews, we must not forget that at Pente-
cost the gathered company was entirely Jewish as to
nation :—hopes, thoughts, and glory were opened to them
beyond those of their nation: they were instructed to.
look upwards to a risen Messiah, waiting at God’s right.
hand till his foes should have been made his footstool
(Acts ii. 33—335), they were told of blessing while their
nation was in blindness (verse 40), and they heard of
judgment as necessarily preceding Israel’s earthly bless-
ing :—but still they were Jews;—and most gradual was
the opening to them of the possibility of Gentiles sharing
in the mew fellowship, hopes, and glory, which they
learned to be their true portion. Gentiles were one by
one brought into this believing body; and thus we see
the meaning of the words, “us whom he hath called, not
of the Jews only, but also of the Gentiles.” Whatever
the Church on earth may seem to us mow to De, it is.
still, as to its constituent parts,a company comprising
Jews, partakers of grace, with whom God has brought
in certain Gentiles, setting them on the same ground as.
to essential blessings, even as all the redeemed of every
age are essentially one in the relations in which they
are set.

In Isaiah viii. 18, Christ speaks of his brethren,—
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God’s children given into his hand to be redeemed,—
«Behold, I and the children whom the Lord hath given
me, are for signs and wonders in Tsrael "—this can only
be from their having that connection with Israel of
which I have been speaking. God’s faithfulness to the
Church 1s the pledge and security of his faithfulness in
his promises to Israel; but it is also more :—his continuing
faithful to his Church is actually the continuance of his
faithfulness to Israel ;—it is thus that the Apostle Paul
argues in Rom. xi. 1—6. God had not cast off his
people, for Paul . was not cast off;—the believing
branches yet remained in “their own olive tree”; and,
as the branches graffed in with them were made one
body, so his faithfulness to this one body was actually
his faithfulness to Israel (exemplified yet more than had
been the case in the days of Elias), and also the pledge
of their future national blessing, as had been promised
of old (verses 26—29).

Thus, then, may we understand how in this chapter
of Daniel we find the expression, “people of the saints
of the most high [places]”:—that nation to which the
saints stand in some peculiar relation, although they
themselves may, for the most part, be of other origin,
according to the flesh. But it may be thought that
Daniel could have no apprehension of saints who were
not Jews :—let this be granted; but what then? The
meaning of the statements in God’s revelation must not
be limited by the thoughts of those to whom they were
addressed ; for if we were to interpret Scripture in this
manner, we should be continually bounding the truth of
God by the finite apprehension of man. The oneness of
the body, jointness of the inheritance of those who are
made partakers of grace, whether Jews or Gentiles, was
a truth which God purposed in after times to reveal;

E
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but while this is fully admitted, we must avoid the
dangerous error of excluding from Old Testament
statements those whom we learn from the New Testa-
ment to have been included in the mind of God in the
promised blessings. If we had to look at any of those
things according to Daniel’s apprehension of them, what,
we might ask, could he have known of the Son of Man
taking the kingdom in the vision, the saints taking it in
the interpretation ? What could he have thought of
their being designated “saints of the wmost high
[places]” %—a name which so clearly refers to the
position above, which belongs to those who have a por-
tion in Christ. Christ was not yet risen and ascended,
and therefore the saints (see Eph. i.) were not risen and
ascended ¢ Him, and yet the Holy Ghost could before-
hand make use of such terms as these.

The chapter concludes by telling us, “As for me,
Daniel, my cogitations much troubled me, and my coun-
tenance changed in me: but I kept the matter in my
heart.” This seems to intimate that the mind of the
prophet was as yet enabled but little to apprehend
intelligently the things which he saw and heard. Their
significance therefore must most assuredly not be limited
by the thoughts which occupied Daniel’s mind.

We have then “the people of the saints of the most
high [places]” as one of the parties to partake in the
blessing to which this chapter leads us on.

I believe that it was intended that our minds should
rest very particularly upon the brief interpretation
given in ver. 17, 18.

There we have in contrast “four kings which shall
arise out of the earth” on the one hand, and “the
saints of the most high [places]” who “shall take the
kingdom,” etc, on the other. The issue of earthly



CHURCH AUTHORITY SPIRITUAL. ol

power is told us here :—to what does it all lead 2—to
.greater and greater opposition to God, so that the last
state of the fourth beast (the period when earthly
power has had before it the light of Christ’s gospel, and
has rejected it) is found to be of the most malignant
character of evil against God and his saints ; but all
this ends in “ the burning flame ! ”

On the other hand, we have saints whose portion is
found to be one of deepest suffering during this very
period ;—and God allows them to suffer; but they be-
long to the most high places, not to the earth from
which the four beasts have arisen ;—and the end of the
whole matter to them is, reigning with Christ,—with
Him whose precious blood is their title to glory, for
whom they have been allowed to testify in suffering,
and by whose continuous grace they have been sustained.

This chapter of Daniel teaches us some of the
<characteristics of our own dispensation :— Jerusalem
under Gentile power,—the fourth beast bearing rule,—
the saints called to a place of testimony. The ckaracter-
istics of such a period as the present must not be con-
founded with its blessings and privileges. We have to
look at that which stands in corfrast to other periods.

Now, is it possible to be identified with the actings of
this fourth beast, and yet to be one of these saints ? The
question might seem needless, but, practically, men have
said that the two things are compatible and consistent.

Again, is it possible that it could be according to the
pleasure of God, that those who now bear earthly rule
should also take the superintendence of His Church ?
In other words, can authority in the Church rightly
spring from the fourth beast—the throne of the Ceesars ?
If this can be so then let the wolves be the shepherds,
instead of their being the adversaries into whose midst
the sheep are sent forth. Also, let us remember, that

E2
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the horn of persecution and blasphemy will be the last
holder of the power of the fourth beast : can he be the
source of power in the Church ? and if not, can his pre-
decessors 2 Could Tiberius or Nero be this 7 The present.
state of the fourth beast lies between these two points.

How rarely do men make such confusion as this in
natural things '—then, should real Christians make them
in the things of God ? In matters of civil government
it is our place to obey the powers that be, to own them
as set of God, but never to forget the Supreme Lordship
of Christ over us: and for the right discerning of these
things it is our place to take heed to the word, doctrinal,
preceptive, and prophetic, knowing that it is thus the
Spirit of God instructs us.

As believing in Christ we ought to esteem it a high
and wondrous blessing that we are not only cleansed in
his precious blood, and made heirs of glory with Him, but
that we are instructed 20w as to things around us and be-
fore us, that we may judge of them according to his mind.

May we be taught, as one part of our Christian walk
and discipleship, to understand how opposite is earthly
authority in its course and issue to all that to which we
are called ; and, especially, to see the Church so con-
trasted with the power of the world, that the one
cannot possibly be the source of office or authority in
the other !

‘We see grievous confusion around us :—the word of God
teaches us that it will increase :—how blessed and cheer-
ing it is to our souls to look on the coming of Christ as
beyond it all,—our point of hope and joyful expectation !
What though the wearing out of the saints will inter-
vene ?—it is only until the judgment of the Ancient of
Days, when the Son of Man takes the kingdom, and we
take it with Him. “Sorrow may endure for a night,
but joy cometh in the morning.”



NOTE ON THE ROMAN EMPIRE AND
ITS DIVISIONS.

OF the four monarchies, symbolised by metals in the
image and by beasts in the vision of Daniel vii, that
which is chiefly of interest to us is the fourth ; for under
it, during its changes and processes of division, do we
now live. T shall therefore state the extent, etc., of that
empire when it stood in its entirety, and then show
(what to some minds is difficult to be understood) that
this empire is that which still bears sway, though in a
divided condition.

Let it be observed, that I do not say that itis of
abolute necessity, for our spiritual apprehension of the
vision, that we should know the detail of geographical
and historical facts; but surely we are, if we possess the
opportunity, to compare such facts with Secripture, and
thus use Secripture as giving us right thoughts as to the
facts. If God gives us a prophecy in Scripture concern-
ing Egypt or Tyre, we are of course to use those powers
of observation with which He has furnished us, so as to
know what and where Egypt and Tyre are : how much
movre, then, must this be the case as to territories and
nations with which we are ourselves concerned.

The power of Rome was of very gradual rise ; the city,
which at the first bore the name of seven-hilled, not from
its being built on seven different hills, but only from
seven ascents or points of hill on which it stood,* ex-

* The seven :!/s which originally gave the well-known designation to Rome,
Wero Dalatium, Velia, Cermalus, Cewlius, Fagutal, Oppius, Cispius. [So
Niebuhr.] The three first of these belonged to the Palatine, the two nest to
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panded as to its own circumference, and as to its dominion
until it became the metropolis and mistress of the:
civilised earth ;—until her sway extended throughout.
the East and the West alike.

The internal changes of the Roman commonwealth had
been equally great : the stern republic of patricians, who,
on the one hand, had expelled their kings, and, on the
other, had pressed down the plebeians, had been gradually:
compelled to admit all its citizens into almost every
office of honour, trust, and power. The early course of’
Roman government, after the expulsion of the Tarquins,
was, in many respects, like that which the state of
Venice actually succeeded in establishing and perpetu-
ating to the end of its independence of thirteen hundred
years. Not so was the course of events as to Rome:
plebeians and patricians, in the latter days of its republic,.
were alike holders of power; and if certain honours jin
religious rites were the exclusive possession of the latter
of these Dbodies, the substantial powers of the office of
tribune belonged entirely to the former.

From this latter condition of the republic arose that.
imperial rule which was prefigured by the fourth beast.
seen in Daniel’s vision.

the Cazlian, and the other two to the Esquiline ; being thus, in fact, so many
ascents, and not distinct hills. The name of Septicollishaving been applied to
Rome in its early form, was retained long nfter it ceased to be applicable in its:
original connection. After Rome had extended, it was supposed by some to:
relate to seven distinet hills : and thus the #umber was made to correspond by
counting the Palatine, Capitoline, Quirinal, Esquiline, Cexlian, Aventine, and
the trans-Tiberine Janiculum. In this arrangement the Viminal {which lies
between the Quirinal and the Esquiline) was omitted, in order not to exceed
the number ; in another arrangement, Janiculum, as being on the right side of’
the Tiber, was excluded, and the Viminal reckoned : the seven hills were thus
arbitrarily restricted to the left bank of the river, although the hill on the
other side is the bighest of the whole. In the days of Augustusand his suc-
cessors, a Jarge part of Rome had extended far beyond the hills and the inter-
vening hollows, into the flat plain of the Campus Martius, which is the site off
the greater part of the modern city of the papes.
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At the time of this prophecy, the power of Rome was
in an undeveloped condition : this vision was seen about
half a century before the expulsion of the kings,—an
event which was followed by a long period of diminished
power. At this very time, the third monarchy (although
the elements of which it was to be constructed were oc-
cupying a prominent place) had no formed nucleus,—so
utterly was all that God now revealed irrespective of
the ideas of the future which human sagacity might form.
God’s anticipative history was now written as to the out-
lines of the monarchies of the earth, a century before the
time of Herodotus, the father of profane history.

Rome had, in its republican days, added to its terri-
tories the kingdoms of several of Alexander’s successors ;
the Egyptian sovereignty, however, still continued, and
in it there was a perpetuation of the third great kingdom
until the time when Rome should be a monarchy. This
almost took place when Caius Julius Cesar made himself
the virtual master of the Roman world : this same con-
queror, besides what he added to the Roman territory
in the west, so connected himself also with Egypt as to
bring that last fragment of Grecian sovereignty under
Roman influence. After the assassination of Julius Ceesar,
changes of a few years’ duration followed: the western
territory was in the hands of Octavius, the nephew and
adopted son of Julius; while in the east, Antonius had
leagued a portion of the Roman power with Cleopatra,
queen of Egypt, the last representative of Alexander’s
empire.

The battle of Actium (Sept. 2, B.c. 31) decided two
things at once ; it placed the sovereign authority of the
Roman earth in the hands of Octavius, and it destroyed
the power of the Egyptian kingdom. The two events
occurred by a kind of necessary connection: Rome rc-
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ceived the obelisks of Egypt to adorn the shores of the
Tiber, and, acknowledging the imperial power in the
hands of Octavius, bestowed on him the dignified desig-
nation of Augustus.*

At the commencement of the rule of the fourth
monarchy it possessed in Europe, Italy, Gaul, the Spanish
peninsula, Greece, Macedon, Thrace, and Illyricum; so
that its boundary was pretty nearly the line of the

* The following extract from Spalding’s ¢ Italy* (vol. i. p. 96) describes
the kind of authority which was exercised by Augustus:—

¢ The title by which Augustus pretended to the sovereignty, was thatof o
{ree election by the people, renewed from time to time. Allnames, forms, and
ceremonies, which the free constitution held illegal, were carefully shunned ;
and all that the spirit of liberty had honoured were protected and brought
paradingly forward. But the republicanism was a wretched mask through
which every man of information saw distinctly, though none wasstrongenough
to tear off the disguise. From the very commencement of the first reign, all
the powers, both of the senate, the popular conventions, and the magistracies,
were virtually and effectually secured to the emperor. The new prince united
by degrees in his own person all the ancient offices of state ; or, at least, though
he allowed the appointment of colleagues, he intrusted to them no share of
the real administration. He founded, on his assumption of the tribuneship, a
claim of personal inviolability, and his title of Imperator, which we translate
Emperor, a prerogative of absolute military command, not only beyond the
city, which was the republican rule, but also within it,—an extension of
powers which directly contradicted the old constitution. His generalship of
the armies, indeed, aided by the official wealkness and personal subserviency of
the senate, constituted the true ground on whick his monarchy rested. But,
in appearance, he was only the first of senators; the august forms of the
assembly were treated with profound respect ; and the sovereign sheltered
his ordinances under its name.”’

Such was the nature of Roman monarchy : it comprehended the absolute
military Imperium beyond the city; to this it added a similar Imperium,
not so confined, decreed by the senate; and, as a third element, it compre-
hended the Tribunitian power derived from the people,—the long-cherished
prerogative which the plebeians had earned for themselveson the day of their
secession to the Mons Sacer.

Julius Caesar had endeavoured, like Sulla, to rule as perpetual dictator,—
a name of ancient historic importance in Rome, but utterly deprived of its
old sigpificance by the adjunct of perpetual, When Cmsar fell benesth
the daggers of conspirators, staining with his blood the statue of Pompey,
the name and office of dictator were abolished by the senate. It was there-
fore no longer available for his politic nephew when he rose to supreme
power :_in the three-fold relation in which he stood &s connected with the
army, the senate, and the plebs, he combined that substantiality of power
which he never could have done, had he, like his uncle, depended on mere
military prowess, or on the support of one class.
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rivers Rhine and Danube : in Africa it possessed the
northern coasts and Egypt: and in Asia, Syria, and Asia
Minor,—the Euphrates being about the limit. Judea,
which formed at this time a dependent kingdom, became,
during the reign of Augustus, a Roman province.

Such, then, was the original empire of the fourth beast.
Under the successors of Augustus other conquests were
made. Britain, which had been invaded by Julius Ceesar,
and which for many subsequent years maintained only a
commercial connection with Rome, was made a part of
the empire, so far at least as the line of forts carried from
the Clyde to the Forth.* In Germany,the Roman boun-

* Roman Britain.—The first invasion of this island by Rome was con-
ducted by Julius Cesar, who, on the 26th of August, B.c. 53, in the consul-
ship of Pompey and Crassus, planted the standard of the eagle on our shores.
But Cexsar founded no permanent dominion in Britain; he left no garrison,
and added po territory to the Roman state. However, from that day,
Britain was koown to the Romans; and, in the reign of Augustus, not a
little commercial intercourse had sprung up: hence parts of the island were
Romanised before they were at all brought under the sway of Rome. The
subjugation of the island was undertaken by Claudius, a century after the
-cxpedition of Julius Ceesar. The exports of grain from DBritain had ren-
dered its possession an object of importance in the eyes of Rome. Of the
Roman legions, originally sent into Britain by Claudius, the second was
stationed at Caerleon-upon-Usk, and the fwentieth at Chester; these,
together with the sizth, brought over by the Emperor Hadrian, and sta-
tioned at York, formed the permanent garrison of our island. Besides these
troops, however, there were also military colonists out of almost every con-
ceivable part of the Romen empire, placed at different stations. Amongst
other names, we find those of Thracians, Dacians, Spaniards, Moors, Dal-
matians, Bataviens, Sarmatians, and Indians : these heterogeneous tribes
introduced their own forms of idolatry; so that, under the Roman domi-
nion, there was hardly a single kind of worship then known which did
not flourish : thia faet is attested by inscriptions and altars still extant.
Under the Roman rule, Christianity had penetrated into Britain ; and that,
probably, at an early period; so that the Roman dominion was instru-
mental in spreading the gospel of Christ. There is even reason for sup-
posing thet some of those whose names occur in the end of the 2nd Epistle
to Timothy, were Britons: at least the names of Pudens, Linus, and
Claudia, were at that very time borne by three of a family in part British.
The Diocletian persecution found some of its martyrs in Britain, of whom
Alban, who suffered at Verulamium (the metropolis of Cassivellaunus in
Cresar’s days), was the first. That persecution however was greatly re-
Strained in the western countries which were uuder the rule of Constantius
Chlorus. At the council of Arles, in 314, we find the subscriptions of three
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dary was carried by a defined rampart from the Rhine
near Bingen, along the Taunus mountains, then in a di-
rection mostly south-east until it reached the Danube at
the most northern point of that river. The Emperor
Trajan added the province of Dacia, north of the Da-
nube: the western boundary of this conquest was marked
by a fortification skirting the extensive marshes which
lie to the east of the river Theiss. The northern limit of
Dacia crossed the Carpathidn mountains to the river
Dniester. In the east, Trajan made many conquests be-
yond the Euphrates; but few of which were attempted
to be retained as possessions; they might however be
considered as belonging to the Roman empire in its widest
extent. To the countries which have been mentioned
must also be added the southern coasts of the Crimea.
Besides the conquests of Trajan, which were at once
resigned, Rome withdrew, in the reign of Aurelian, from
the province of Dacia : the name was thenceforward given
to a district south of the Danube. In other points also
there was afterwards some contraction of boundary: the
Rhine from the lake of Constance and onward had be-
come the limit; from that lake the line was drawn north-
ward to the Danube. Such was the extent of the Roman
earth at the time of the division into East and West.
Before the formal division of the imperial power, there
had frequently been a partition of the sovereign authority

British bishops; and before the close of the fourth century, Britons joined
with others in the vain pilgrimages to Jerusalem.

Amongst the more important events during the Roman occupation of
Britain, were the deaths of Septimius Severus, at York, in 211, and of Cou-
stantius Chlorus, in 306, at the same city; this caused his son Constantine
to assume the imperial purple, which led to the cessation of all persecutions
of Christians. The extent of the Roman dominion in Britain varied at dif-
ferent times : the rampart of Hadrian (the Picts’ wall, a8 it is often called),
crossed the island from Carlisle to Newecastle; but the vallum of Anto-
ninus included a greater extent of country, running as it did from the
Forth to the Clyde ; while even farther north there were Roman towns.
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of Rome. Thus, Augustus, the first emperor, associated
with himself, in his later years, Tiberius, who became his
successor. In the second century, the principle of asso-
ciation in the imperial rank and authority became fre-
quent in the time of the Antonines ; but still the empire
was not divided as to its ferrifory. This was almost the
case in the latter part of the third century, when Dio-
cletian, two years after his assumption of the imperial
dignity, took (in 286) Maximian as his associate in the
empire : from this time the administration was divided ;
and the one emperor making Nicomedia, in Bithynia, his
place of government, and the other Milan, Rome itself
ceased as much to be the actual seat and centre of empire,
as Macedon had in the latter days of Alexander’s suc-
Cessors.

Under Constantine there was again an united empire ;.
but this monarch, by founding the city which still bears.
his name on the site of the ancient Byzantium, gave a
principle of permanence to the territorial division: for
he thus established, what has been from that time and
onward, the metropolis of the eastern empire. Con-
stantine at his death (in 337) divided his dominions.
amongst his #hrec sons,—a form of partition which lasted
but three years.

After the death of the last surviving son of Constan-
tine, and the short reigns of his two successors, the
formal division of the government of the empire into
East and West took place. In the year 364 Valentinian I.
retained the West for himself, and invested his brother,
Valens, with the empire of the East ; the line of division
was mnearly that which separates Thrace from Macedon,
continued northward to the Danube ; Crete with some of
the islands of the Agean sea were appropriated to the
West; and in Africa the western limit of Cyrene was
the boundary.
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In ¢his division it was intended that the West should
be the more important empire. However, in 395, when
the East was appropriated to Arcadius, the eldest son of
Theodosius the Great, and the West to Honorius, his
younger Dbrother, the boundary was so changed as to
unite the greater part of what is now European Turkey to
the East. The boundary left the shores of the Adriatic,
between Ragusa and the mouths of the Cattaro, and
Tunning northward till it approached the river Save,
reached that stream by a bend to the east.

In the year 425, when Theodosius II took Valen-
tinian III. as his associate in the empire, he united a still
further portion of territory to the East; the West (of
which the seat of government was now Ravenna) no
longer retained the provinces east of Venetia and
Rheatia. The boundary was thus formed by the Julian
Alps, then by a line drawn to the river Inn, just where
its course turns to the north (at the point where it now
flows from the Austrian into the Bavarian territory),
and then by the course of the Inn to the Danube.

This was the definite line of demarcation by which the
Roman earth was fully divided into East and West; the
separation was occasioned by internal as well as external
causes. Within, the empire had consisted of elements
utterly distinet, mentally and morally; it needed a
strong hand to cause such contrary materials to coalesee ;
and when the Parthian power on the east, and the vast
immigration of tribes from the north, pressed on the
Roman territory, a separation of administration was
almost the necessary result: thus, the long-admitted
principle of association in the empire now assumed the
form of distinet and separate government.®

# The Roman hold on Britain was almost entirely relinquished at the



AND EASTERN EMPIRES. 61

The western empire soon became a prey to the northern
invaders, so that in 476 the succession ceased in the per-
son of Romulus Augustulus: not so, however, at Con-
stantinople, where, with varied circumstances, and a
circumseribed territory, the imperial dignity continued,
until it expired with the last Constantine; when (in
1453) the eastern metropolis passed into the hands of
Mahometan invaders.

This, then, is the empire whose whole extent is
marked out in prophecy, as that which shall be divided
into #en kingdoms, just as the dominion of Alexander
was separated into four.

It may be questioned whether, with regard to this
division, the empire must be looked at as it existed
under Augustus, or in its widest extent, or according to
its limits when the complete division took place of East
and West. The first of these limits is not, I believe, the
true one (reasons for this opinion will appear presently);
and as to the second, it may be doubted whether terri-
tories, which Rome voluntarily resigned, could be
regarded as integral parts of the empire; hence, it seems
to me that we should include Southern Britain, and take

time of this ultimate division of empire. In the year 333, when the
usurper Maximus endeavoured to establish his authority in the west, he
left Britain with all the military force that he could raise. This army never
returned ; and as its place was not supplied, and as Roman policy had put
the defence of the provinces into the hands of strangers, or of military
colonists, the Britons were left almost unprotected ; they had to oppose the
northern Caledonians and maritime marauders. Only about twelve years
had elapsed before the Britons were compelled to apply to the court of
Ravenna for aid, when they received inadequate succows. The sack of
Rome by Alaric, in 410, shook the imperial power in distant provinces, and
this event virtually closed the Roman rule over Britain. At the beginning
of this century we find the twentieth legion no longer in the island, the
second was removed from Caerleon to Richborough in Xent (Rutupiw),
while the northern defences of the sixth legion at York, and the troops on
the wall of Iadrian, still continued. In 418, there was a great migration
of the Noman population from Britain; and the final abandonment by
oman troops took place in 436.
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on the continent the line of the Danube and Rhine in a
general sense.*

In this territory, according to the terms of Daniel’s
‘prophecy, written before Rome rose to be a mighty power,
and according to the Apocalypse, seen when that power
had almost approached its height, we may expect a
division to be found into ten kingdoms.

We have, in accordance with Seripture, to look at all
the present period as one in which changes and divisions
‘take place within the Roman earth, prior to that tenfold
development into kingdoms which shall precede the rise
-of the terrible but transient horn of blasphemy.

Does this seem difficult to any mind ? If so, let it be
.consiiered that in the vision of Daniel vii.,, the fourth
beast is regarded as reigning, unti/ the Son of Man takes
the kingdom, and his saints take it with him. If this
has not taken place as yet, then the fourth beast still
bears rule, however changed may be the form of his
power.

The example of the third beast may illustrate this:
the united empire of Alexander began to dissolve at his
deeath; but still as long as any of its great divided parts
remained as sovereignties (whatever changes they had
undergone), any person would have been living under the
third beast. This would have been true before the battle
of Ipsus (B.Cc. 301) effected the fourfold division; it
would have been equally true when that great division
had in many respects changed, and until the fourth beast
had by the conquest of Egypt, susperseded the last of
the four Grecian sovereignties.

In one respect the third and fourth beasts stand in

* The Emperor Caracalla (whose reign began in 211) extended the privi-
lege of Roman citizenship to all persons born within the empire who were
not slaves. This was done for the purpose of raising an increased property-

tax; it had, however, & very important effect in giviog a certain unity to
~he races within the empire.
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definite contrast: the fourfold division of Alexander’s
empire took place without any great interval of years
after his death; and then other changes ensued: the
territory of the fourth beast, whether intermediate
divisions had taken place or not, was to be found
separated into ten kingdoms, just before its utter destruc-
tion by the Lord Himself. Thus, unless we can say that
Christ has taken Ais kingdom, and destroyed the divided
sovereignties of Rome, we are still living under this fourth
monarchy, and its tenfold division is what we must expect.

How fully the Roman character has been impressed on
the sovereignties formed within its territory, is shown
by the circumstances of their rise. They were in
general founded by some king or chief of an invading
tribe, who succeeded in planting his people within the
imperial territory ; over his own followers he possessed
a defined military authority. To the Roman provincials
it was a very indifferent matter who their sovereign
might be: they were heavily taxed and dispirited, so
that to the greater part of them it seemed preferable to
be ruled by a military conqueror, who from local con-
nection might be interested in improving their condition,
than by an emperor who secluded himself in the luxury
of Ravenna, or one who, reigning on the shore of the
Bosphorus, cared only for the eastern provinces. The
provincials, too, had seen examples enough of barbarian
rule during the days of the united empire, not to object
to any sovereign, because of his birth or nation. Thus
they acknowledged their new rulers as holders of Roman
imperiuwm, and regarded them as possessed of that
absolute power which the Roman emperors had claimed
and exercised.

The new rulers willingly accepted the acknowledgment
of the provincials; and thus, without cxchanging their
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kingly titles for the imperial name, they governed as
holding an associated authority within the empire. The
twofold power which they thus possessed, that over
their original followers, and that over the provincials,
led to the development of new forms of government
containing opposing principles. The followers of the
invading chiefs owed them but a kind of limited
allegiance; they possessed privileges which were as
indefeasible as was the power of the sovereign: the new
subjects, on the contrary, knew of no relations between
the governed and those governing, other than had been
recognised by Roman rule.* The municipalities, indeed,
had possessed certain privileges; and when permanent
conquest and not mere devastation was the object of the
invaders, they found it to be for their own interest to
preserve such bodies. It was by means of the munici-
palities, with their local organisation, that much of what.
had been Roman floated above the wreck of ages down
to our days.t

* Thus it has been said that the Franks occupied the soil of Gaul for
three centuries, without any amalgamation having taken place between the:
new dominant body and the old Roman provincials ; the terms might seem
to be borrowed from what Daniel ii. says of the iron and clay.

From the relation in which the followers of the invading leaders stood to-
them, sprang much of the notion of modern European nobility. The
almost independent ground which this class could assume, seven centuries.
ago, shows what a limited allegiance chiefs even then rendered to their
sovereigns. Thus the original form of the homage of the Aragonese nobles to-
the sovereign ran thus,—*¢ e who ars as good as you, and together are more-
than you, will be faithful to you as our king and lord, if you govern us well
and truly, 1r Not, xoT.”” The privilege of remaining covered in the
presence of the sovereign is all that the Spanish nobles 70w retain of these -
high-sounding claims. So long as the ancient office of hereditary Lord
High Steward of England continued, the sovereign was treated, in word,
with as much independence. This officer, at the coronation of a king,
receiving from his hands a sword, addressed him thus, ¢¢ With this sword I
will defend thee, so long as thou governest well, as thou hast sworn; but
with this sword I and the people of Ingland will depose thee, if thou
governest contrary to thy coronation oath.” ~ After the attainder and execu- -
ticn of the Duke of Buckingham, in the reign of Henry VIII., this office
and ceremony ceased.

+ In this country, Loxpon held a remarkable place as a municipality. It
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The twofold relations of the new sovereigns seem to
have occasioned what we should now call constitutional
governments; in which, however, almost all that con-
trolled the king was to be found amongst his original
followers. From the greater submission of the pro-
vincials, the kings had an interest in bestowing on them
such privileges as might check (what might be termed)
the military nobility.

In some cases the kings, whose power had arisen within
the Roman earth, sought and obtained imperial recog-
nition from Constantinople. This was the case in Eng-
land; where, during the days of the Heptarchy, one
sovereign bore supreme rule, being acknowledged as an
associate in the empire by the reigning emperor in the
East. Hence, we find on Saxon coins the title of
BASIAETS], as borne by the Greek Emperors, and the
she-wolf with Romulus and Remus. Thus did the in-
vading rulers, who had established themselves in this
country, identify themselves with the authority, the
institutions, and with the historical associations of
Ancient Rome. This fact indicates (as it appears to me)
that we are not to exclude from the prophetic history of
the Roman earth, such territories as were not included
wvithin its limits in the days of Augustus.*®

-rems to have risen to its importance through traffic, between the time of
‘ulius Cesar and the Roman occupation under Claudius. It afterwards
ccame the capital of the country, though not & military station. After the
tparture of the Romans, it maintained a kind of municipal independence ;
nd it was not until the consolidation of the Saxon kingdoms that it sub-
‘tted to the supreme state, without however giving up its own privileges.
_ug, in the changes of dynasties, religions, and races, London, as a mupi-
ipality, has been tho most stable of the links of connection between the
sent hour and the time of Roman rule. The whole history of the
unicipalities has thrown (by meens of modern research) no small light on
‘ permanence of Roman institutions.

* Sir Francis Palgrave, in bis * Anglo-Saxon Commonwealth,” has done
tuch to show tho relation in which sovereignty within the Roman empire,

¥
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Although from the year 476G there ceased to be an
emperor reigning in the West, the authority of the im-
perial name was not finally extinet in its original centre
of dominion. Odoacer, the king of the Heruli (a tribe
issuing from the shores of the Baltic), who in 476 had
deposed Romulus Augustulus, was invested, at the re-
quest of the Roman senate, with the title of Patrician,
by Zeno, the eastern emperor ; and under this designa-
tion he exercised sovereign power. Theodoric, the king
of the Ostrogoths, by whom Odoacer was displaced and
slain (in 493), had been educated at Constantinople ; and
it was as a province of the empire, and under the (disre-
garded) condition of tribute, that he received the grant

and in particular in Britain, was connected with imperial recognition and
association.

The rise of Saxon rule, however, was marked by some peculiarities. At
the departure of the Romans, three races occupied the country : 1st. The non-
Romanised Britons, whose abode was principally to the west of the Severn
and Exe; 2nd. The Romans and the mixed population which had become
Romanised ; the districts especially Romanised were the country from Bath
and Cirencester, north-eastward as far as Northamptonshire, and south-east-
ward as far as Sussex; 3rd. The Saxon population, which thus early had
established themselves : this body of inhabitants were probably confined to
the littus Sazonicum, from the south of Kent to the edge of Lincolnshire.
The settlement of this Teutonic race seems to have originated in their mer-
cantile and predatory expeditions, which led to their being encouraged by
the Romans, in the hope, probably, that they would guard the exposed coast.
It was apparently the frequency of piratical attacks which caused the
removal of the second legion from Caerleon to Richborough.

After the withdrawal of the Romans, sovereignty became independent
amongst the non-Romanised Britons; while the Roman population sought
weakly and vainly to maintain their authority in the island. The dominion
of the Saxons arose, not by breakingdown Roman authority, but by occupying
the ground which Rome had left vacant. Successive bodies of Saxons, Jutes,
and Angles (the last being the race whose name was to be perpetuated),
planted themselves in Britain, and the only independence from their sway was
found by withdrawal to the pon-Romanised Britons in Wales and Cornwall.
The partially-received Christianity was so extinguished, except in those
districts, that on the arrival of Augustine the Monk, in 556 (one hundred and
sixty yearsafter the final withdrawal of the Romans), not one Christian,
whether Roman or Saxon, could he find :—and that ina land whose bishops
had assisted at early councils, and where Christian profession had so far
extended, that important doctrinal differences were widely discussed, and
much pains bestowed for rooting.out errors and teaching dogmatic truth.
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of Italy from Zeno. In the middle of the following
century, the victories of Belisarius and Narses united to
the empire of Justinian the Carthaginian provinces,
Italy, and the islands of Sieily, Sardinia, and Corsica.
That part of Italy which continued to belong to the
Empire after the Lombard invasion, was ruled by a
governor bearing the title of Ezarch, whose abode was
at Ravenna. Thus was the direct authority of the em-
perors maintained over Rome, and other portions of the
West, till the year 731.

Seventy years had not passed from that date, when
Charlemagne, the monarch of the Franks and the
German tribes, was (in the year 800) solemnly crowned
emperor, at Rome, by the pope. This has been regarded
by some as though he thus became the remofe successor
of Augustulus: it was, however, rather as the associate
of Irene, then ruling the eastern empire, that the
imperial dignity and name were conferred on the
Western conqueror.

In his family the imperial title continued with dimi-
nished lustre ; at Coblentz,in the church of St. Castor, his
descendants agreed to divide his territories; and after
various vicissitudes, the title of Roman Emperor, together
with the supremaey over Italy (rcal at that time), was
appropriated, in the person of Otho, 962, to an elective
German monarch. But though his rule was principally
beyond the Alps, yet for ages it was considered that the
imperial title was not rightly his, until he had been
crowned in Rome as Emperor of the West.

The Jatest traces of the power of the eastern emperors
in the West are to be found in the Italian islands and the
territory of Naples. Much of the latter was conquered
from the Lombards, in 891, by the generals of the Emperor
Leo; and even after the Norman kingdom of Naples had

¥ 2
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arisen, in the eleventh century, the claim of Constanti-
nople was not withdrawn; nor was it till 1157, that
William of Naples was acknowledged as king by the
Greek emperor.

Thus it was by gradual steps that changes took place
in the Roman earth ; and thus plain is it that the sove-
reignties of South-western Europe not only were, but were
considered to be, perpetuations of Roman power.

This sometimes led to formal transactions resembling
the ancient assumption of an associate in the empire.
Thus, in November, 1337, the Emperor Lewis, the Bava-
rian, met Edward III of England at Coblentz ; and there
at the church of St. Castor, where the empire had been
divided five hundred years before, he constituted him
Imperial Vicar of all territories and peoples on the left
bank of the Rhine, with authority to coin money in those
districts,—an authority on which he acted at Antwerp.
This imperial title was distinctly declared in an Act of
Parliament in the time of his grandson Henry IV.;and it
explains part of the ceremonial observed in the threefold
coronation of Queen Elizabeth, 1st, as Queen of England,
2nd, Queen of Ireland, 3rd, “ Sovereign Lady and Empress.
of all Nations and Countries from the Islands Orcades
to the Mountains Pyrenees.”

Thus, though the Ottoman arms destroyed the imperial
name and power in the East in the fifteenth century, its
different western branches have continued, whether as
bearing imperial or royal names. It was common to
consider France as successionally perpetuating the empire
in the West;* while even to our days the head of the

* This was done partly through the strange transaction between Andreas
Palzologus and Charles VIII. in 1494 ; the latter, in 1495, when in
possestion of Naples, formally received and bore the title of Emperor; he
seems to have considered himself as then holding part of the Eastern
Empire.
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Germanic body was styled Roman emperor and successor

of Augustus.
It may be questioned whether the tenfold division of

the Roman earth must be precisely in accordance with its
geographical boundaries: but at all events it seems clear
that the seat of all the kingdoms must be within the Roman
Jounds as well as the main body of the territory: further
than this, it may not be safe to venture an opinion. The
Romans conquered far beyond the limits which they re-
tained : the Eyder, between Holstein and Schleswig,
appears to have been the line to which they penetrated
in that direction: they also occupied military positions
beyond the boundaries of the empire, just as Napoleon
held Magdeburg and other places which were no part of
his territory. Thus there may be districts beyond the
Roman earth which will be connected with parts of the
ten kingdoms. It is “ouf of” the fourth kingdom that
ten others arise, whatever exterior territory any of them
may possess or conquer.

From the vision of Daniel ii., and that of chap. vii., we
may see that the ten kingdoms do not arise until a
certain process of deterioration (the mixture of clay with
iron) is complete; and that these kingdoms, when all
developed, have not any protracted course before them.
Just as the sovereignty, out of which they sprung, was
secular, so of course are they also secular. Whatever
have been the changes in the Roman earth, as yet we
have not seen the definite tenfold division ; indeed, had
we seen it, we could have expected nothing other than
the appearance of the last horn and the judgment of the
Son of Man at his coming.

To suppose this last horn to be the Papacy would in-
terfere with almost every point that the visions in Daniel
teach us; it would involve usin the supposition that be-
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fore the rise of the Papacy the imperial power had passed
away, and that its territory was in the hands of ten
definite kings. If so, those kingdoms must continue as
such (unless the three which fall before the last horn be
cxcepted), until the coming of Christ: whereas we know
how change after change has passed upon Europe sinee
the Popedom began. The time at which many have
sought for ten kingdoms has been the fifth and sixth
centuries, and they have mostly sought them in the in-
vading hosts. But although Rome had been severed for
a time from the imperial sway, and though many pro-
vinees had become independent kingdoms, the dignity of
emperor still continued, and the power of those who held
it was again to be exercised over Rome dtself for two
centuries. This might have been an intimation that it
was vain to look for the defined division, even of the
West at least before the year 731. But of course we
ought not (if we follow the terms of the vision) to ex-
clude the East, even after that year: five toes were on
each foot of the image. And thus we are led on, so as to
find that no point of time préor to the extinction of the
imperial name and power at Constantinople (1453) could’
be assigned for any such division.

The tenfold division of the Roman empire (even if we
had a right to exclude the eastern half) could never be:
definitely pointed out, whether in the early centuries or
since. The lists differ exceedingly, and very frequently
countries wholly disconnected with the Roman empire
are introduced simply because in later days they have
been upholders of the Popedom.* But even if the lists

# The following note, from [the late] Mr. Conder's ‘* Literary History of
the New Testament”’ (p. 576), shows what idcas have been advanced as the
division of the Roman empire into ten kingdoms :—

¢¢ At the epoch of A.p. 532, which is fixed upon by Mr. Elliott, there:
existed on the platform of tho western Romen empire the following ten
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of kings could be made out, and if the commencement of
the divisions of the empire were the proper time, and not
a little before the second advent of Christ, it would still
remain to be shown Zow the Popedom then rose after the
ten kings, and how it destroyed three of the former kings,
and what three.

Some place the rise of the Papacy, as the little horn, in
the reign of Justinian, in the middle of the sixth century ;
at that very time, however, the Popedom, both in tem-
poral and spiritual things, was ruled over by Justinian:
Vigilius, the weak and vacillating Roman bishop, who,
according to circumstances, adopted or renounced the
monophysite heresy, possessed no temporal authority ;
and in doctrinal points he bound himself by oath to the
emperor, As if to reverse the relations in which things
afterwards stood, the emperor declared the pope, when
unsubmissive, to be excluded from the fellowship of the
Church.

Others regarded the Papacy as thus arising when
Boniface III. was addressed by the Emperor Phocas in

kingdoms ; the Anglo-Saxons, the Franks, the Allman Franks, the Bur-
gundians, the Visigoths, the Suevi, the Vandals, the Ostrogoths, the
Bavarians, and the Lombards. Notwithstanding many intervening revolu-
tions and changes in Western LEurope, ten has generally been noted as the
number of the Papal kingdoms. ‘Thus Gibbon, speaking of Roger, first
king of Sicily, A.n. 1130, eays: ‘The ninekings of the Latin world might
disclaim their new associate unless he wero consecrated by the authority of
the supreme pontiff.” The nine kinge were those of France, England,
Scotland, Castille, Arngon, Navarre, Sweden, Denmark, Hungary.”

I do not discuss the pointsstated as historical facts (such as whether there
Was one united Anglo-Saxon kingdom in 532) ; the kingdoms being soughtin
the West alone is sufficient to show the tullacy of the scheme which ignores
the eastern empire ; the date, too, is not a fortunate one, s it is just beforc
the eastern emperors again extended their influence over the West. But
what relation has the extract from Gibbon to the matter in hand ? If we are
to seek for ten kingdoms in the Roman empire, to the Roman empire let
us confine oursclves. On what principle are we to bring in countries never
ROmpn, such as Sweden and Denmark ? And if wo take the J¥est Roman
empire, why wander as far as Hungary, which never did or could pertain
toit? [See note on Luther’s enumeration at the end of this chapter. ]



-
72 CLAIMS GF THE POPES

606, as “ Universal Bishop.” * That the secular authority
of Rome, then, belonged to the emperor, we have proof
existing in the Roman Forum itself ; where, in our days,
excavations around “the nameless column with the
buried base ” have caused the base to be no longer buried,
and the column to be no longer nameless, since the in-
seription on the pedestalshows that it was erected to the
honour of this very Phocas by his Italian representative.
How completely the popes were subjects, at a later period,
is shown in the case of Pope Martin I., who, for his firm-
opposition to the monothelite heresy, was seized at Rome,
in 653, as a traitor to the emperor ; and, after having
been conveyed to Constantinople, ended his days in
banishment at the ancient Cherson in the Crimea.

It is to the age of Pepin, and his son Charlemagne,
that we must descend before we find the popes as holders
of temporal sovereignty. This, however, they held as
feudatories of the western emperors, so that Leo III. was
required, by Charlemagne, to vindicate himself from
treasonable charges.

In later days popes did, indeed, claim a power of con-
ferring sovereignty, as though all the kingdoms of the
earth were theirs; but this was not through the terri-
torial dominion which they held, but as a supposed

# The title of * Universal Bishop'’ had been used for some time in the
East as a complimentary title: it was not intended to signify that the
person to whom it was applied excluded the jurisdiction of other bishops,
por yet was it so understood as if it could belong to one only. In England
the legal designation of the Archbishop of Canterbury is ‘‘ Primate of ALL
England’’; but this is not designed to interfere with the jurisdiction of the
Archbishop of York, within his own province, who is styled ¢‘ Primate of
England.” This may illustrate the complimentary character of this high-
sounding title. Complimentary designations, when expressed by superic-
tives, are never strictly interpreted.

More has been made out of the title of ‘“Universal Bishop’’ than it
really involves. Boniface III. accepted a title, which the cooler judgment
of his predecessor, Gregory I., had rejected. The fitle gave no added
jurisdiction, epiritual or temporal.
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attribute of their spiritual jurisdiction. As yet they
claimed no part of the dominion of the Ceesars ; for even
in the districts of Italy ruled by the popes, the inhabi-
tants swore allegiance to the emperors. It was not till
the accession of Rudolf, of Hapsburg, 1273, that the
popes claimed independent temporal rule: the claim was
admitted by the emperor, more occupied with trans-
alpine than Italian objects; and thus, from 1278, the
oath of allegiance to the ‘emperor was not imposed in the
territory of the popes, who thus became independent
secular sovereigns,—an accession of dignity which was
soon marked by a double crown, and then by the triple,
as still borne.*

But the actuality of a secular kingdom did not increase
the Papal influence in temporal things. Boniface VIIL.
sought in vain to bestow kingdoms and to resume them,

* How gradually the popes ncquired independent temporal sovereignty is
shown by their transactions with the emperors.

< Since the revival of the Roman Empire under Otho the Great [962], the
emperors had regularly placed in Rome a prefect or legate, who swore alle-
giance to them, and exercised e control over the civil administration.”. . . .

““ At homethe pontiffs were weak, often despised, and sometimes expelled ;
but abroad their name grew and flourished.”” . . . . “The minority of
Frederick II. enabled the resolute Innocent ITI. {1198—1216], a middle-aged
Roman noble, to fortify the temporal sovereignty of the holy see over a large
district of Central Itely. He revived, and, partly by force, partly by the sub-
mission of the principal towns, was able to bring into effect that famousdona-
tion by which, in the times of Hildehrand and his successor, the Countess
Matilda of Tuscany had bequeathed to the Papal see her extensive fiefs, the
Duchy of Spoleto and the March of Ancona.”’ —Spalding's Italy,ii. 103, 105.

The entire independence of the Papal states was secured in 1278 : during the
secession to Avignon (1305—77), however, and the subsequent schism of the
West (1378—1417), the power of the popes over them was weakened, and in
poart destroyed ; so that it was not till after the French occupation of Italy, in
1494, under Charles VIIL, that the Papal territorial rule was reconsolideted.
From that time it received various additions till the year 1644. In modern
days the whole of the Pepal dominions have been swept away from their
priestly sovereigns, and all {with the exception of Avignonand its territory)
have been again restored and confirmed. [Simce this was written, ather
changes have caused a loss of o large portion : all, indeed, except what is held
through French aid. And thus it has been increasingly shown that the
temporal power is not essential to the Papacy. 1863.]
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as Innocent III. had done a century before. From that.
time, in temporalities, the popes became petty Italian
sovereigns ; while in spiritual things their authority was
cqually recognised as before. Such were the steps by
which the popes gained secular sovereignty ; for which
secular sovereignty alone we are now concerned : it was
that, and that alone, which had belonged to the Cesars,
and the divided parts of their dominion could not be
something differing entirely in kind from the dominion
itself.

Thus, there is really no point of time at which we
could apply the vision of Daniel vii. to the Papacy. We
must look at the Roman power still continuing in its
divided parts, and expect that its ultimate condition will
be a tenfold division into kingdoms, in which strength
and weakness will be combined ; when,—three years and
a half before the second advent of Christ,—a power of
blasphemy and persecution will arise,who will overthrow
three of the former kings.

The spread and use of the Roman law illustrates the
continuance of the Roman power. Throughout the
Roman earth, Roman law became the basis of all juris-
prudence ; and though modified by custom or direct en-
actment, it still furnishes a body of principles of wide
and various application. The Corpus Juris Civilis itself
supplies evidence of the continuance of Roman power
and institutions; for there we find enactments of the
Henrys and Frederics of the house of Hohenstaufen, as
co-ordinate with those of Severus, Constantine, Theodo-
sius, and Justinian. The same imperial authority at-
taches to the decree of Henry VIL of Luxemburg (in
which he styles Constantine, “ our illustrious predeces-
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sor”), dated in 1313 from Pisa, as to the Pandects of
Justinian, the ancient Pidsan MS. of which* was the
instructor of the dark ages, and laid the foundation
of that maritime law which all civilised states alike
recognise.

What does this long statement of facts teach ? Does
it supply us with new light as to the bearing of Daniel’s
prophecies, different from what we should have learned
from the Scripture itself ?

To the Scripture we may adhere simply : facts, or sup-
posed facts, can never alter the force of what the Spirit
of God has caused to be written. This statement of facts
is intended (and I trust it may serve) to show that objec-
tions to the simple reception of Scripture teaching, wher
based on facts in their supposed bearing, are manifested to
be groundless, so soon as the facts themselves are cor-
rectly presented. History thus possesses a negative value,
and enables us to cast aside difficulties with which some
would obscure the force of God's word.

* The Pisan Codex is said to have been brought thither from Amalfi : after
the subjection of Pisa to Florence, this MS. became one of the spoils of the
victorious city, where it is still preserved in the Laurentian libravy.

In connection with Roman law it may be observed that Britain seems to
have profited not a little. York was the place where Papinian, the cele-
brated jurist, presided in the early part of the third century : the law school
in that city continued to flourish after the Saxon occupation had driven the
name of Christianity out of the most part of England, and after the la-
bours of Roman missionaries had aguin triumphed over idolatry. We find
proofs of the existence of thisschool of Roman law from the seventh to the
ninth century.

[Luther gave an enumeration of ten kingdoms which did not exclude the
Last: but then he supposed the power which destroyed thres of them to be
not Papal but Mahometan. ¢‘ The Anti-Christian power spoken of in Dan..
X1, 39, etc., was the Pope; thatof Dan. vii. 8, etc., the Lurk. The Ten
Horns of the last or Roman kingdom were Spain, France, Italy, Africa,
Egypt, Syria, Asia, Greece, Germany, etc. The Little Horn coming up.
among them, or Mahomet, plucked up three of them by the roots, viz.,
EKYP_t, Asia, [? Africa,] and Greece. Walch. xx. p. 2691, ete.”” Life of
Martin Luther, by Henry Worsley, M.A., ii. 184, note.]
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THE RAM AND HE GOAT—DANIEL VIII.

THE prophetic scene becomes narrowed before us in
this chapter; one definite portion of future history is
here anticipatively written for us by God. The same is
the way which God has taken in teaching us those things
which were profitable for us to know, as to the past. If
we look at the history of man, as given in Genesis, we
have at first, after the flood, the general statement in
outline of all nations in their ancestry and first forma-
tion; and then afterwards a narrower scene is brought
before us,—one family from which springs one nation,—
and with this we principally have to do in the remain-
der of the Old Testament. Just so in'the prophetic
visions of Daniel ; we have Gentile power in its commit-
tal, course, and crisis; also in its wideness of extent, its
moral relations to God, and its actings with regard to
those who belong to God ; and besides an account of who
it is that succeeds to the dominion which has been for-
feited by the last of the Gentile powers: and then comes
the narrower scene, in which we see these things sct
before us in their connection with that same one nation,
which had been so early taken up in history.

With this chapter, the Hebrew portion of the book
recommences, and this continues to be the language of
all the remainder ; the whole of these visions relating
distinctly to the Jews and Jerusalem.

This vision was seen in the third year of king Belshaz-
zar, the last king of the first monarchy ; just when the
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Medo-Persian kingdom had so risen into power, as to be
ready to subvert the Babylonian.

The place where the prophet sees the vision is at one
of the capitals of the Medo-Persian kingdom, “ Shushan,
in the province of Elam, by the river of Ulai.” It may
be doubted whether Daniel were actually there per-
sonally, or whether it was only in vision. The words
are, “I saw in a vision ; and it came to pass, when I saw,
that I was at Shushan in the palace, which is in the pro-
vince of Elam ; and I saw in a vision, and I was by the
river of Ulai” This is wholly different from the man-
ner in which he speaks in chap. x. 4, of his being actually
by the river Tigris: “I was by the side of the great
river, which is Hiddekel”” Here it seems as though in
vision the prophetic scene were selected within the ter-
ritory of the power, the pre-eminence of which first
comes into view : “ there stood hefore the river a ram.”

The vision is given us from verses 3 to 14, the inter-
pretation from verses 19 to 26. Daniel first sees “a ram
which had two* horns, and the two horns were high;
but one was higher than the other, and the higher came
up last.” The ram is then described as to the exercise
of its power, ete.: “I saw the ram pushing eastward, and
northward, and southward, so that no beasts might stand
before him, neither was there any that could deliver out
of his hand, but he did according to his will, and became
great.”

The interpretation of this, as given in verse 20, is—
“The ram which thou sawest having two horns, are the
kings of Media and Persia.”

.. *The word ¢ two * in our modern English Bibles is in italics, as though
it were supplied in translation. This, however, is one of the needless
changes introduced by Dr. Blayney in 1769. * Two horns’ is the render-
Ing of the Hobrew dual, as our translators well know. In verse 7, the
Rumeral is expressed.
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The next object in the vision is thus stated: “AsT
was considering, behold, an he goat came from the west,
on the face of the whole earth, and touched not the
ground ; and the goat had a notable horn between his
eyes.” The following verses, 6, 7, describe the manner
in which the prophet saw the ram destroyed by the he
goat. The interpretation of the goat and its great horn
is given in verse 21 :—“The rough goat is the king of
Grecia: and the great horn that is between his eyes is
the first king.”

We have thus a point of connection between this
vision and those of the second and seventh chapters; we
first of all have the power which was about to succeed
to that of Babylon, brought before us in a defined form;
the “reign of the kingdom of Persia” (2 Chron. xxxvi,
20) is that which we have seen as springing into power;
that is the breast and arms of silver of chapter ii., or
the second beast like to a bear of chapter viL The
power of this second monarchy, detailed just prior to its
taking its place of supremacy, and its overthrow by that
of Grecia, next come before us, and then the rest of the
vision has some relation to a form of things which
-results from the divided power of the third monarchy.

Is the general subject of the remainder of this vision
past or future ? If past, our only concern with it would
be to learn those lessons which the Spirit of God may
have seen fit to record therein ; but if future, it assumes,
of course, a yet deeper interest ; for in that case, it would
be one of those portions of revealed truth, in which our
God vouchsafes to call us to fellowship of mind and
thoughts with Himself, opening to us those things which
will come to pass in the development of his holy coun-
sels.

Some may say, If the vision belongs (as seems clearly
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to be the case) to the third monarchy, and if that mon-
archy was superseded (as we know was the fact) long
ages ago by the Roman, then, of course, this vision is a
thing entirely accomplished and exhausted, as much so
as the vision of the third chapter, which related person-
ally to Nebuchadnezzar.

Now, in reply to the question, as to the past or future
aspect of this vision, we must mark as carefully the
period on to which it reaches, as we do that at which it
commences. In the beginning of the explanation given
by Gabriel to the prophet, he says (verse 17), “ At the
time of the end shall be the vision,” and again (verse 19),
“Behold, I will make thee know what shall be in the
last end of the indignation: for at the time appointed
the end shall be.” This is certainly an intimation, that
the distinguishing features of the vision belong to the
time when God’s indignation against Daniel's people
shall reach its completion, when all the circumstances of
their rejection and chastisement shall arrive at their end.
‘We know from many Scriptures (such as Jer. xxx. 7),
that the time which immediately precedes Israel’s for-
giveness and deliverance, will be that of their extremess
trouble and suffering : in other words, it will be thus in
“the last end of the indignation.”

Thus we have a point to which the vision reaches, as
well as a starting point, and we have therefore to see
what portions belong respectively to the past and to
the future.

After the rise of the empire of Alexander and his
personal rule have been spoken of in the vision (verses
5—38), we find, “ The great horn was broken : and for
it came up four notable ones toward the four winds
of heaven,”

In the interpretation, this is stated (verse 22), “ Now
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that being broken, whereas four stood up for it, four
kingdoms shall stand up out of the nation, but not in
his power.” This we know to be a past thing, not
merely historically, but as a simple matter of revelation;
for these things were to spring out of the breaking off
of the first king. This fourfold division had been
intimated in chap. vii, by the four heads of the third
beast, and it is also mentioned in chap. xi.

We know simply as a matter of historical fact, that
after the death of Alexander, his dominions were
parcelled out amongst his generals, and that after a few
years (subsequently to the battle of Ipsus, 8.c. 301) four
kingdoms were formed.

Ptolemy possessed Egypt, Cyrene, Ccele-Syria, and
some of the southern parts of Asia Minor.

Cassander, Macedon and Greece.

Lysimachus, Thrace, Western Bithynia, Lesser Phrygia,
Mysia, and Lydia (the Meander being the boundary)—

and
Seleucus all the rest.*

These historical facts enable us to give names, ete, to
the four kingdoms here mentioned, and this is a con-
venience ; but it cannot be too fully borne in mind, that
for the real understanding and use of the truths revealed
in Scripture, history possesses no authority whatever;
the Scripture itself supplies us with all that is needful.

The vision, after speaking of the formation of the
four horns, proceeds thus:—*“ And out of one of them

* Some of the districts included in the fourfold division became sub-
ordinate states. The kingdom of Lysimachus included the territory in
which his lieutenant founded the more durablo kingdom of Tergamus:—
1Lis muy, perhaps, be regarded as & continuation of his kingdom.
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came forth a little horn, which waxed exceedingly great
toward the south, and toward the east, and toward the
pleasant land.”  This is stated thus in the interpretation
—“And in the latter time of their kingdom, when the
transgressors are come to the full, a king of fierce coun-
tenance, and understanding dark sentences, shall stand
up,” ete. The history of this horn orking is then given,
and it reaches to the end of the vision; everything con-
cerning this person and his actings must therefore belong
to the period called “the last end of the indignation.”

The point then at which the vision divides itself, be-
tween that which is past to us, and that which is future,
is at the statement of the fourfold division of the king-
dom of the he goat (verses 8 and 22); all that follows,
“the latter time of their kingdom,” and the springing up
of the persecuting power, must be future.

The dealings of God in the latter day with the Jews and
Jerusalem, possess an exceeding interest to all those who
see the importance which God attaches to that place and
people. A degree of prominence, which might at first
seem strange, is given in the prophetic word to those
scenes ; but it is our place to sit as learners, having our
ears open to receive the instruction of God, even when
we are most at a loss to perceive the bearing of that in-
struction. Whatever is important in God’s eyes ought
to be so in ours, as being made the children of God:—
He has said of Jerusalem, “ My eyes and my heart shall
be there perpetually.” He has said of Israel, that if his
covenant with the day and night cannot be broken,
then He will not cast off his ancient people; Jesus died
for that nation; they are still “beloved for the fathers’
sakes ”: no marvel then that our eyes are directed again
and again to the closing scenes of the period of God’s

G
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indignation, and the dawn of that day in which God has
said, “ In those days and at that time, saith the Lord, the
iniquity of Israel shall be sought for, and there shall be
none; and the sins of Judah, and they shall not be found :
for I will pardon them whom I reserve.” What soul is
there that has tasted the mercy of God, and rejoices in
the grace which has been shown in the precious blood of
Christ, that does not feel joy in the contemplation of this
great and surpassing display of the same grace? It is,
indeed, a privilege to be allowed to know what God is
going to performn; and, knowing what the result is, we
cannot judge any of the details to be unimportant.

To this period, then, the issue of this vision belongs: a
king rises from one of the four parts of that dominion
which once was in the power of Alexander; his power
extends in various directions; amongst others “towards
the pleasant land”’; this, of course, means the land of
Israel, and this is the first direct intimation in the chapter
of its connection with Daniel’s people. Violent oppres-
sion and blasphemy appear to characterise this king, both
from the vision and the explanation given by Gabriel
“He shall destroy wonderfully, and shall prosper and
practise, and shall destroy the mighty, and the 'holy
people [people or nation of the holy ones or saints]
And through his policy, also, he shall cause crz?,ft to
prosper in his hand, and he shall magnify himself in his
heart, and by peace shall he destroy many.” General. as
these terms are, they very clearly show the persecuting
and oppressive power of this king; it is also clear, from
the mention of the nation of the holy ones or saints, that
these oppressions are especially inflicted on the J ews.

What the condition of the Jews may be at this time,
how divided into classes as regards their recognis.ed
standing before God, ete., we can learn from other Serip-
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tures ;—but, however these things will be, one thing is
«clear, that this horn is present in persecuting power at
the last end of the indignation.

Another of his prominent characteristics is blasphemy :
—“He shall stand up against the Prince of princes”
(verse 25). “He magnified himself even to the Prince
of the host ” (verse 11),—so that he is found not merely
as the opposer of God’s ancient people, but also of the
Lord Himself.

It is scarcely possible for us to have examined this
chapter thus far without being struck with many points
of resemblance between this horn and that which has
been spoken of in the seventh chapter:—that in the
seventh chapter continues to act till Christ takes the
kingdom,—the one before us acts up to “the last end of
the indignation.” These two periods are synchronous ;—
for the deliverance of Israel belongs to that point of time
which is the epiphany of our blessed Lord: when He
appears, then they will look upon Him whom they
pierced, they will mourn for Him, and the fountain for
sin and for uncleanness will be known by them as opened
to their souls. Thus the horn in this chapter and that in
chapter vii., coincide as to period of time.

Further, the four divided kingdoms which formed
themselves out of the empire of Alexander, were one by
one incorporated with the Roman empire ;—but it is out
of one of these kingdoms that the horn in this chapter
springs, hence it is clear that he belongs to the Roman
carth. Thus the persons spoken of in the two chapters
are found within the same territorial limits.

The moral features which are alike in the two have
been already noticed. But it may be added, that both
the one and the other coincide remarkably in this respect
with a king mentioned in the eleventh chapter of this

G2
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book : the origin of this king is altogether similar to the
horn of chapter viii, that is, from one of the four parts.

of Alexander’s empire.

Compare the following passages :—

Chap. vii. 25. < He shall spenk
great words against the most High.”’

vii. 25. Ie shall
change times and laws.”

vii. 21, 22. ‘“The same horn
prevailed until the time came that
the saints possessed the kingdom.”

vili. 9. He waxed great ‘to-
wards the pleasant land.”

vill. 17. ““ At the time of the
end shall be the vision.”

viil. 19. ¢ In the last end of the
indignation.”

“think to

Chap. xi. 36. ‘‘He shall speak
marvellous things against the God
of gods.”

xi. 37. ¢ Neither shall ho regard
the God of his fathers,’’ etc.

xi. 36. ‘“He shall prosper till
the indignation be accomplished.”

xi. 41. ‘ He shall enter also into
the glorious land.”

xi. 40.  *“ And at the time of the
end,”’ ete.
xi. 36. ¢ He shall prosper till

the indignation be accomplished.” .,

The conclusion from all this appears to be inevitable,
that the horn of chapter vii, and that of chapter viii.,
are one and the same person. If this be not the case, we
have at the same time, within the same territorial limits
and similarly described, two kings, alike in blasphemy
and persecution, alike in claiming divine honours, alike
in their almost unhindered course of evil. The non-
identity of the two would involve difficulties of the
greatest magnitude,—so great that the supposition may
be regarded as a moral impossibility. 1 believe that
those who have considered that they are not one and the
same, have supposed that they were not marked as
belonging to the same period: this, however, is utterly
contradicted by the express statement of “the last end
of the indignation” in this chapter, and by the events
which are detailed, as following immediately on the
destruction of the king in chapter xi.

But it has been sometimes asked (rather, I believe, in
the way of difficulty than of objection),—How can
these powers be identical ; for that in chapter vii. springs
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out of one of the ten parts of the Roman earth, that
before us from one of the four parts of the third empire 7
"The answer to this is simple, and, I believe, satisfactory :
In chap. vii,, we see that the whole of the Roman earth
is to be divided into Zen kingdoms ; these ten being found
in its whole extent, the East as well as the West. The
four parts of Alexander’s empire formed a considerable
portion of the eastern half of the Roman territory ; and
as we see here these four existent as kingdoms at the
time of the end, it only follows that four kingdoms out
of the ten will be identical with the parts into which the
third empire was long ago divided. A horn springs out
.of one of these parts: it may be described in a general
manner, as in chapter vii,, as rising from one of the ten
kingdoms, or else in a much more definite way, as in this
«chapter, in which we see even what part or direction of
the Roman earth will give him his origin.

There appears to be a peculiar fitness in the way in
which these things are presented in this chapter: the
Medo-Persian power is first seen, and then the ground is
«cleared (so to speak) by the Grecian he goat; then that
distributive form of the countries bordering upon the
Holy Land, which came into existence after the death of
Alexander, is mentioned. “ The pleasant land ” being the
.central object, there was no occasion for going beyond the
.«countries with which that was locally connected ; for here
we have no statement about wideness of extent of do-
minion ; it does not come at all into consideration ; but
it is the power as exercised in one place and over one
people. The consideration that this is in the Hebrew
portion of the book, and that chapter vii. is in the Chal-
dee, tends to make the whole matter simple.

Noone need find any difficulty in the idea of his being
:spoken of as springing from one of the ten parts of the
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Roman carth,and here from one of the partsof Alexander’s:
cmpire : every one would see how Simeon (for instance)
might be described as one of the twelve sons of Jacob, or-
as one of the six sons of Leah; the latter designation
would be the more definite, but the sons of Leah would'
be all comprehended under the more general expression
“sons of Jacob.”

‘We may now consider particular statements which this:
chapter presents, both in the vision and the interpreta--
tion. In verse 23, the description of the condition of
the kingdoms when this power arises, is worthy of par-
ticular attention : “in the latter time of their kingdom
when the tramsgressors are come to the jfull”: these are:
solemn words,~—the line of demarcation between what is.
long past and what is yet future is found in the vision
between verses S and 9, and in the interpretation between
verses 22 and 23. The fulness of transgression belongs.
to a yet future period. These words do not state to what.
people, whether Jews or Gentiles, this description ap--
plies ; but it surely must be regarded as a solemn, gene--
ral statement of the condition of things which will
immediately precede the advent of the Lord Jesus.

If we were to look backward at the history of past
ages, we should see scarcely a parallel to the wickedness.
found among Alexander’s successors ; and this, whether
they were looked at in themselves, or in their treatment
of God’s people, the Jews. But evil as these things.
have been, here is something yet more dreadful. God
has given further light, and after this light has been
received for awhile, it has been rejected. The countries.
once subject to Alexander have been used as the scene
on which God has especially acted ; those were the lands
in the midst of which Israel was set as a witness for-
God ; there it was that Christ, God’s blessed Son, in due:
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time appeared, was rejected and suffered: there by his
command the gospel was first preached, and fruit was
gathered from among Jews and Gentiles. Indeed, the
record of the book of Acts (with the exception of the
very end) simply narrates the preaching of the gospel
within those limits.

We can compare the statements in 2 Tim. iii. and
similar passages, with this expression; and thus we shall
see how the fulness of transgression will come in amongst
those, wherever they may be, who have in former times
heard the gospel, but who have departed from the holy
commandment delivered to them. Asto Israel, we know
that the closing scenes of their blindness will be the
darkest scenes, “ If anothershall come in his own name,
him ye will receive.” They will not only be found as
the rejecters of the Messiah, but also as the receivers of
him who thus stands as the enemy of God, and blas-
phemer of his holy name. Thus on every side there will
be the full accomplishment of transgression,

Verse 24 : “ His power shall be mighty, but not by his
own power.” Light is thrown, I judge, on this state-
ment by Rev. xiii. 2: “ The dragon gave him his power
and his seat, and great authority.” He acts by the
power of Satan, and all the greatness that he displays
is from this source. God at length shall send on men
who have wilfully rejected this truth, “strong delusion
that they should believe a lie.” Satan’s energies will be
freed from many of those restraints which God now im-
poses ; and then Gentile power will be found with this
additional characteristic in the person of this king.

Verse 10: “It waxed great, even to the host of heaven;
and it cast down some of the host and of the stars to the
ground, and stamped upon them.” This, we must re-
member, was a symbolic scene in vision: “the host of
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heaven” and “the stars” appear to me to be descriptive
symbols of those whose portion from God is heavenly
glory. Here they seem destroyed by the horn, but they
bear a symbolic name, taken from what they are in
God’s purpose: we may compare chapter xii. 3, “They
that be wise shall shine as the brightness of the firmament ;
and they that turn many to righteousness as the stars for
ever and ever.” If this refer simply to those who are
Jews by nation (and this seems to be the case from the
mention of “the pleasant land ” immediately before), then
it must apply to that portion of them who are not under
that blindness which has “én part happened to Israel ”:
it must belong to those whose calling is heavenly, as being
believers in Him who is above at God’s right hand.

Verse 11 : “ Yea, he magnified himself also to the prince
of the host.” Verse 25 : “ He shall also stand up against
the Prince of princes.” These statements may be well
compared with what we read in Isaiah xiv. of the king of
Babylon and his blasphemy; he takes the place which
belongs to Christ and to Christ alone, and says in his
heart, “ I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne
above the stars of God : I will sit upon the mount of the
congregation, in the sides of the north: I will ascend
above the heights of the clouds; I will be like the most
High” (Isaiah xiv. 13, 14.)

The things stated about the connection of this horn
with the daily sacrifice, in the 11th and following verses,
are obscure ; but there are some points on which remark
may be made, rather in the way of suggestion, than in
that of teaching.

From the mention of “the daily sacrifice” and the
“ sanctuary,” it is plain that at part of the actings of the
horn, these things will be found in existence ;—a portion
of the Jews will have returned in unbelief to their own
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land, and the worship of God will be attempted to be
carried on according to the Mosaic ritual. This horn
takes away the daily sacrifice, and casts down the place
of the sanctuary ;—this apparently implies that he dese-
crates it to other purposes. From verse 12, it appears as
it God gave up these things into his hand as not owning
or acknowledging the worship so rendered, “ by reason of
transgression,”—and then the opposition of the horn to
the truth, and its practising and prospering, are especially
mentioned.

It appears that in the history of this horn, there are
various points or stages of narration to be observed ; the
particular point to be noticed is the difference between
what precedes and what follows the taking away of the
daily sacrifice ;—when that is done, his blasphemous posi-
tion becomes the more marked, as well as his acting in
persecution,

In verses 13 and 14, we find the prophet listening to
certain inquiries :—one holy one speaks and asks—*“ How
long shall be the vision concerning the daily sacrifice and
the transgression of desolation, to give both the sanctuary
and the host to be trodden under foot?” And he said
unto me [this is remarkable, the answer is made o Daniel
and not the inquirer],—" Unto two thousand and three
hundred days, [evenings, mornings,] and then shall the
sanctuary be cleansed ”’ [justified or vindicated]. This
term of 2300%* recurrences of the morning and evening

* Some writers on prophecy have, in their explanations or interpretations
of this vision, ndopted the reading ** two thousand and fowr hundred days”’ ;
and in vindication of it, they have referred to the common printed copies of
the LXX, version. In this book, however, the translation of Theodotion has
been long substituted for the real LXX.: and further, although *“ two thou-
sand four hundred *’ is found in the common printed Greek copies, that is
merely en erratum made in printing the Vatican edition of 1586, which has
been habitually perpetuated. I looked (in 1845] at the passage in ke Vatican
MS., which the Roman edition professedly followed, and it reads exactly

the same as the Hebrew text ; so also does the real LXX. of Daniel. [So tvo
Cardinal Mai's edition from the Vatican MS. which appeared in 1857.]



90 DIVINE INTERPOSITION

sacrifice, appears to me to relate to the whole period of
this horn’s connection with it;—during, first of all, the
time in which, as found in other Scriptures, (see in
“Remarks on the Seventy Heptads, Daniel ix.”) it is
carried on as upheld and sanctioned by him, and also
during the “ time, times and a half” (three years and a
half), in which he will directly and avowedly oppose
God, and all worship rendered to Him.

The expression “transgression of desolation ” is not to
be passed over without notice; for it is the first of the
varied mentions made in the book of Daniel of that
“abomination of desolation ” to which our Lord refers us
in Matthew xxiv.

In the explanation in verse 26, all the further light
given to Daniel about this latter part of the vision, is a
confirmation of its truth and certainty: “ and the vision
of the evening and the morning which was told is true:
wherefore shut thou up the vision: for it shall be for
many days.”

The conclusion of the history of the “king of fierce
countenance ” is briefly this—*he shall stand up also
against the Prince of princes, but %e shall be broken without
hand” (verse 25). These latter words appear to be in-
tended to call back our minds to the description which we
had given us in chap. ii. of the destruction of the fabric
of Gentile power by a stone cut out of a mountain with-
out hands. That stone is “the Prince of the kings of
the earth, the first born from the dead,” the Lord of all
glory ;—although the power of the enemy in blasphemy
goes on long, it reaches its highest point, and the per-
sonal interference of the Lord Christ in judgment closes
the scene, and new things are introduced. “When the
wicked spring as the grass, and when all the workers of
iniquity do flourish, it is that they shall be destroyed for
ever.” (Psalm xcii. 7.)
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We find then in this chapter—

1st. The rise of the Grecian power on the ruins of the
Medo-Persian. This gives us the territorial platform
of the vision.

2nd. The Grecian kingdom in a state of fourfold divi-
sion.

3rd. This fourfold division existing as a thing yet
future, at the time of the last end of the indignation,
and then another king rises from one of the divided
parts.

4th. This king acts in blasphemy against God, in per-
secution against his saints, in tyranny and destructive
power over Israel.

5th. He stands up against the Prince of princes, and
is destroyed by the direct action of God’s power.

We must not leave unnoticed the effect which this
vision had upon the mind of the prophet: “ And I
Daniel fainted, and was sick certain days; afterwards I
rose up, and did the king’s business; and I was as-
tonished at the vision, but none understood it.”

The vision appeared as one which held forth a sad
prospect for Daniel’s people: liere were these sorrows to
be endured in future ages. It is true that, inferentially,
a point of bright hope might be discovered, for these
things belonged to “the last end of the indignation.” Be-
yond, then, all that other prophets had spoken of blessing
and grace must lie in a bright perspective. But Daniel
was confounded at the intervening sorrows ; his soul had
not been as yet sustained (as we know that it after-
wards was) to look through and beyond the sorrow, and
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thus to sce the exceeding brightness of the distant
glories.

The place in which we are seb is indeed one of many
privileges: God looks on his whole redeemed people as
-one body, “the heir.” While in a state of nonage, ie.
before Christ came, the Spirit was not given as He now
1s, as the Spirit of sonship, and as the leader of God’s
children into the apprehension of all the truth which is
revealed to usin the word. It is our place to enter into
God’s revealed counsels, and to see that He is making
cverything tend onward to the glory of Christ: every
portion of truth will have unction for our souls, if we can
see it as connected with Him.

In avision like the present,it is true that we have mostly
-a narrative of evil; but it is our place to see it where it
is set in God’s counsels. We have not to faint or be
astonished like Daniel, but to have our souls so filled
with the knowledge of Christ, and what God’s purposes
of grace are, as to know assuredly that every intervening
‘hindrance will only tend to its more full and glorious
display. Opposition to Christ, and the working of Satan,
will reach to a head, and then the Lord, taking the
power into His own hand, will be manifested as the King
of Israel, as well as being our Head ; then will the in-
.dignation be accomplished, and the remnantof Jacob will
return to “ the mighty God,” and Jerusalem, the holy city
.of the great King, will indeed be made “a praise in the
-earth.”*

* ] may refer the reader, who wishes for further examination into Serip-
ture testimonies concerning the person denoted by the horn in this chapter,
to a tract of mine, entitled, *‘ The Man of Sin’’ ; and also to  Prospects

.of the Ten Kingdoms of the Roman Eapire,’”” by B. W. Newton; Hou.lstmf
and Sons: and to “Aids to Prophetic Inquiry,” by B. W. Newton;
Houlston and Sons.
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THE SEVENTY HEPTADS.—DANIEL IX.

THE soul of a saint always finds establishment when it.
can truly repose upon the revecaled will of God,—when,
amid the conflict of human thoughts and human actions,
it can be brought simply to “ God and the word of his
grace.” Those whoare not so reposing may only look at.
the storm, but those who, like Paul in the tossed vessel,
have had the word of God brought home to their ear, can
take courage themselves, and rely upon the promise of
safety even for the guidance of others.

This gives prophecy a peculiar value to the soul of the
instructed Christian ;—he thus is warned of the coming
events ; but though he sees them, he is not cast down, for
he knows the issue beforehand. Our present calling is to
walk in the midst of human things in the full practical
recognition of the glories which have been made known to
us as belonging to us in Christ our head, above at God’s
right hand. Prophecy has been bestowed on us,in order
that we may know how,in the midst of confusion and the
varied forms of Satan’s working, we may stand and act as
those who belong to Christ. We know as a simple fact
how the Church has greatly overlooked this important
portion of God's revealed truth. We know also how the
enemy has sought to cast a kind of discredit upon every
effort which is made either for any to understand and use
Prophecy themselves, or to give instruction to others
therein. But this, instead of leading us to overlook this
Precious deposit of God’s truth, ought to make us the more
tarnest in not neglecting that which is so important. If
discredit be cast upon such investigation, it ought to
cause us to look the more to the God of all grace, that He
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may vouchsafe to us the teaching of His Spirit that so
we may use it aright.

In considering the ninth chapter of Daniel, we sece at
once the value which previous prophecy possessed in his
soul. He had been favoured with many direct communi-
cations from God, but here we find him using the pro-
phecy which had been given through Jeremiah as the
ground of his confession and prayer. “In the first year
of Darius, I Daniel understood by books the number of
the years, whereof the word of the Lord came to Jeremiah
the prophet, that he would accomplish seventy years in
the desolations of Jerusalem.” The “books” to which
Daniel refers, were apparently the letters which Jeremiah
had written to the captives in Babylon (Jer. xxix. 10), as
well as his other mention of *seventy years” (xxv. 11).
The date does not commence from the destruction in the
reign of Zedekiah, but from the former part of the capti-
vity, when those persons to whom Jeremiah’s letter was
addressed were carried away to Babylon.*

It is interesting to see how Daniel connected hope
resting upon promise with prophecy: the hope was that
the captives should return from Babylon ; but instead of
this being vaguely held, he used the intelligence which
God had given him through prophecy, so that he hoped
confidently, while waiting for God’s time before appointed,
for the hope to be accomplished. The knowledge of the
detail connected with these things brought his soul into
a healthy condition before God as to the exercise of his
conscience about these matters.

And so, surely, the Spirit always teaches: we may either
follow our speculations about the things which God has
yevealed, or else have our ears open to hear all His in- -

« «Thue saith the Lord, that after seventy years be accomplished ot

Babylon, I will visit you, and perform my good word toward you, 18
causing you to return to this place.”” (Jer. xxix. 10.)
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struction : the latter is our only safeguard against specu-
Intion. Happy is that believer who holds what God has
revealed, in dependence upon His grace, and the power of
His Spirit, to enable him to use it aright.

But the mind of Daniel did not merely lay hold of the
fact of the restoration of his people ; this was, indeed, an
object of hope, but he saw God, and the working of God
in the matter: he saw God as the one who had laid on
them this punishment of captivity, as the one who had
promised to bring them back, and as the one who had a
mind concerning the whole.

And very solemn were the thoughts of the prophet
when his heart was thus brought before God : he saw the
faithfulness of God in those things which told of judg-
ment; for here was the proof—that they were in Baby-
lon; and thus he was led to what God had said about
restoration from captivity in the very places which in the
Law of Moses denounced that punishment, Lev. xxvi. 40,
ete. : “ If they shall confess their iniquity, and the iniquity
of their fathers, with their trespass which they have
trespassed against me, and that also they have walked
contrary unto me; and that I also have walked con-
trary unto them, and have brought them into the land
of their enemies; if then their uncircumecised hearts be
humbled, and they then accept the punishment of their
iniquity : then will I remember my covenant with
Jacob, and also my covenant with Isaac, and also my
covenant with Abraham will I remember; and T will
remember the land.” So too in Deut. xxx., repentance
Is spoken of as that which God calls for as the pre-
requisite to His bringing back His people to their land.
These promises of course belong, in their full application,
to the future and final deliverance and restoration of
Isracl; but we find the principle of them taken up and
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used by Daniel. With regard to the retwn after the
seventy years, God had distinctly said that the fulfil-
ment of His absolute promise should be preceded by
prayer: “Then shall ye call upon me, and ye shall go
and pray unto me, and I will hearken unto you. . .. .
And I will be found of you, saith the Lord; and I will
turn away your captivity,” etc, Jer. xxix. 12—14. God
had promised to end the Babylonish captivity in seventy
years; God had also said that repentance and the con-
fession of theiv sin, and the sin of their fathers, were
pre-requisites. Daniel, instead of seeing these things in
opposition to each other, looked at the seeming condi-
tion, not as takiug away from the certainty of the pro-
mise, but rather as stating what God Himself would
work and provide. He relies upon the promise of God,
and doing this he takes himself the place of confession
and humiliation ; he makes confession of the sin of all
Israel, their fathers, their kings, and all; he consents to
the righteous judgment of God in all that He had
wrought, and thus, as it were, on bebalf of all Israel
“accepts the punishment of their iniquity.” He pleads
with God to work on behalf of his people, and his land,
and Jerusalem the holy city, for His own name’s sake,—
that he would now show his faithfulness at the close of
the seventy years, in ending the captivity: “O Lord,
hear; O Loxd, forgive; O Lord, hearken and do; defer
not, for thine own sake, O my God ; for thy city and thy
people are called by thy name.”

Full of blessed instruction as all the former portion of
this chapter is, I am only now regarding it as introduc-
tory to the response on God’s part to the prayer of the
prophet. In verses 20,21, we find that the angel Gabriel
was forthwith sent forth to the prophet;—*O Daniel, I
am now come to give thee skill and understanding”
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(verse 22). We find at the end of chapter viii., that the
vision had not been understood; but now the teaching
from God assumes a different form. God gives the in-
struction by direct statement, and not by symbol which
required interpretation. It is also well to observe that
the symbolic visions in this book and their interpreta-
tions do not run exactly parallel to each other; each
presents certain features which are omitted in the other,
and each helps to give definiteness and consistency to
the truth taught.

Verse 23: “At the beginning of thy supplication the
commandment came forth; and I am come to show thee;
for thou art greatly beloved”: the margin has here “a
man of desires,” whence some have questioned whether
it refers to the desire on Daniel’s part to know the
things, or to the desires being on God’s part towards
him: it is clear from the form of the word that the
latter is correct. “Therefore understand the matter
and consider the vision.”

The following verses of the chapter contain the pro-
phetic part of the vision: much is comprised in them
but the things spoken of are stated so concisely, that
they require very particular attention.

Daniel had made inquiry about seventy years of the
captivity in Babylon; the answer speaks also of seventy
periods, which in our English translation are called
“weelis” ; the word, however, does not necessarily mean
seven days,—but a period of seven parts: of course it is
much more often used in speaking of a week than of
anything else, because nothing is so often mentioned as
a week which is similarly divided. The Hebrews, how-
ever, used a septenary scale as to time, just as habi-
tually as we should reckon by tens; the sabbatical years,
the jubilecs, all tended to give this thought a permanent

L:
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place in their minds. The denomination here is to be
taken from the subject of Daniel’s prayer; he prayed
about ycars, he is answered about periods of seven years,
ie., the recurrence of sabbatical years.

His prayer had related to the deliverance of Israel from
their then captivity,—the reply goes much farther: for
it sets out, not from the release of the people, but from
the ediet to restore and to build Jerusalem ; and it reaches
through events of varied kinds, until the absolute and
cstablished blessing on the ground of righteousness and
forgiveness is brought in.

I will now give the verses from the 24th to the end:
departing in some places from our English translation;
together with remarks interspersed : and the whole pro-
phecy may be considered in detail. 1 retain the word
“week ” for convenience’ sake, and not as implying seven
days to be the import of the Hebrew word.*

Verse 24: “Seventy weeks have been determined
(more strictly, ‘divided ’) upon thy people and upon thy
holy city, to finish the transgression, and to make an end
of sins, and to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to
bring in everlasting righteousness, and to seal vision and
prophet, and to anoint the holy of holies.” (This expres-
sion is used in no other place as signifying a person, nor
ought it I believe to be so taken here.)

Verse 25 : “ Know then and understand, from the is-
suing of the decree to restore and to build Jerusalem unto
Messiah the Prince (shall be) seven weeks, and threescore
and two weeks : the street shall be again built, and the
trench (or scarped rampart), even in pressure of times”
j.e. in times of straitness or pressure).

Verse 26 : «“ And after the threescorc and two weeks
shall Messiah be cut off, and there shall be nothing for

* Sec the Note on the * Ycar-day System,’ below, p. 112.
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Him; and the city and the sanctuary shall the people
destroy of a prince who shall come; and his end shall
be in the overflowing; and until the end (there is) war
(even) that which is determined for desolations.”

Verse 27: “ And he (the prince who shall come) shall
confirm a covenant with the many (or with the multi-
tude) for one week ; and at half the week he shall cause
sacrifice and offering to cease; and upon the wing (or
pinnacle) of abominations (shall be) that which causeth
desolation, even until the consummation and that deter-
mined shall be poured upon the causer of desolation.”

Here, then, we have the objects of hope placed first.
just as we find in the Psalms and so many other portions
of prophetic Scripture ; the soul is first set in the place of
strength by the apprehension of the blessings which are
to be brought about; and then the intermediate trials
become subjects of prophetic instruction.

In verse 24, the expression “are determined ” is more
strictly “ are divided”; this may relate to the seventy
weeks being a period of time divided out, as it were,
from the whole course of ages, for God to deal in a par-
ticular manner with the Jews and Jerusalem ; or it may
refer to the period being itself divided into parts, as we
sec in the verses which follow.

Daniel in his prayer,in addressing God, had constantly
spoken of Israel as “thy people,” “thy holy city,” cte.;
but the angel Gabriel in the reply takes them up simply
as Daniel’'s people,—*thy people, thy holy city,” etc., as
though God would intimate that until the everlasting
righteousness should be brought in, He could not in the
full sense own them as His.

The various things spoken of “ to finish the transgres-
sion, to make an end of sins, to malke reconciliation for
Iniquity, and to bring in everlasting righteousness,” are

H2
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all I believe future. I do not regard any of them as re-
ferring strictly to the work of Christ upon the cross
(although we, as believers in Him, know that many of
these things have a blessed application to us), but it
rather appears to me that they all belong to the time of
Israel’s blessing, when the preciousness of the blood of
Christ shall be applied to those “ who are spared of them
when “thoushalt call me my Father ; and shalt not turn
away from me” (Jer. iii. 19).

I believe that “ toseal vision and prophet,” means this,
—to give the seal of confirmation to the vision by the
issue of events as predicted; and in the same manner to
confirm the prophet by the fulfilment of those things
which God has spoken through him,

The expression “ to anoint the most holy” (or rather
“holy of holies”) has often been taken,as I am well
aware, as referring to our blessed Lord; this I believe to
be an erroneous application of the words: the expression
does not in a single case in any other passage apply to
any person, but always to the most holy place of the
tabernacle or temple, or else to things such as sacrifices
which were “ most holy.” Here I believe that it simply
refers to the most holy place, the sanctuary of God,
which in the days of Israel’s blessing will be set apart
and owned by God as peculiarly his. * My tabernacle also
shall be with them ; yea, I will be their God, and they
shall be my people. And the heathen shall know that I
the Lord do sanctify Israel, when my sanctuary shall be
in the midst of them for evermore” (Eze. xxxvii. 27,
28).

These, then, are the objects of hope,—circumstances
which will be brought to pass when the seventy weeks
have run to their termination ; the point from which they
commence is next stated: “ from the issuing of the decree
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to restore and to built Jerusalem ”: this is not the decrce
of Cyrus (Ezra 1. 1), for that was simply to build the
house of the Lord God of Israel in Jerusalem : neither
was it the decree given to Ezra by Artaxerxes in the
seventh year of his reign (Ezra vii.), for that related
to the worship of God, etc., but it evidently must be
the decree given to Nehemiah in the twentieth yecar
of the same Artaxerxes in the month Nisan; this last is
the only decree which we find recorded in Scripture
which relates to the restoring and building of the city.
It must be borne in mind that the very existence of a
place as @ city depended upon such a decree; for before
that, any who returned from the land of captivity were
only in the condition of sojourners; it was the decrec
that gave them a recognised and distinct political exist-
ence.*

* On the 20th of Artaxerzes.—Some have found a difficulty in making
out the chronology of the seventy weeks, because they have thought that
the time from the 20th of Artaxerxes to the crucifixion of our Lord would
not fully accord with that marked out in the prophecy. If it had been so,
it need have surprised no one; whatever be the result of chronological cal-
culations, the word of God is the same; we know that it is certain, and
everything else must bend to it.

But here I believe the diiculty to be wholly imaginary, It is true that
we may find some from the date pointed in the margin of our Bibles; but
the history of this date, as it there stands, is rather curious. Archbishop
Ussher drew up a scheme of Chronology, which is commonly followed,
rather from convenience than from its absolute correctness heing supposed.
About a hundred end fifty years ago, Bishop Lloyd undertook to affix
Archbishop Ussher's dates to our English Bihles; but, in this instance, he
made a considerable alterntion, and substituted another date of his own, so
as to adapt the reign of Artaxerxes to his own theory.

The date which stands in our Bibles for the 20th of Artaxerxes is n.c.
446 ;—this makes the commepcement of his reign, n.c. 465:—tut the
authority of the best and most nearly contemporary historian will put the
wmatter in o very different light. Thucydides mentions that the accession
of Artaxerxcs hod taken place before the flight of Themistocles; this
authorises us to adopt Uesher's date, and to place the commencement of the
reign 473 or 474 n.c. This would give the date of 454 or 455 n.c. If we
udd to this the date of the crucifixion, it will just give ns the exact period
of the sixty-nine wecks. In doing this we must remember that the birth
of our Lord was about four years before the common era, 6o that the thirty-
third year of His life, when He is supposed to have suffered, would cor-
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The twenticth of Artaxerxes gives us a starting point
from which the reckoning of the seventy weeks begins :—
we have next to pay attention to the manner in which
this period is divided into distinct parts. Two portions
of the time are first spoken of :—* From the issuing of
the decree to restore and to build Jerusalem unto Mes-
sial the Prinee, shall be seven weeks, and threescore and
two weeks”: i e. two periods, the one forty-nine years,
the other four hundred and thirty-four years; the whole
peviod of the four hundred and ninety years being in-
cluded, except seven years.

respond with the year twenty-nine of our reckoning. I believe this to
have been the true datc; first, because of the day of the week on which
the passover commenced in that year; and also, because of the consuls of
that year (the two Gemini) having been mentioned by several writers as
those of the year when our Lord was put to death.

This remark does not affect the instruction given us by God in this
chapter; itis a point which I only notice for the removal of difficulties.

Itis a great pity that Archbishop Ussher's date should in this particular
have been misrepresented : it was a point to which he had paid particular
attention. Abont the year 1613 he lectured on the subject at Trinity Col-
lege, Dublin, resting on the testimony of Thucydides. He then discussed
difficulties connected with the supposed length of the reigns of Darius and
Xerxes s0 as to adapt other events to this certain date. From October,
1615, he corresponded at various times on the point with Thomas Lydiat,
(the scholar most familiar with such subjects of any in England,) until
1643 ; and, in 1650, after thirty-seven years of minute consideration, he
published the result in his ¢ Annales Veteris Testamenti’' ; where the date
is 3631. This answers in Ussher’s ¢ Collatio Annorum,’” to B.c. 474, or
the third year of the seventy-siztk Olympiad. His judgment in 1613 seems
to have been doubtful; but in 1617 he says, ‘‘ These things being lnid
togetber do show, that the expulsion of Themistocles from Athens fell no
later than the beginning of the fourth year of the seventy-sixth Olympiad ;
to which time you (i.e. Lydiat) doubtfully refer the beginning of his
troubles; how much sooner soever, my opinion is, that at that time
Themistocles fled into Persia, as Eusebius noteth, whose testimony I have
no reason to discredit, unless I have some better testimony or reason to
oppose against it. The year before that, which is the third of the seventy-
eixth Olympiad, I suppose Artazerxvs Longimanus to have hegun his reign :
to whom, as yet veweri Bagihevovra, Themistocles fled, as Thucydides
sufficiently proveth.” (Works, xv., p. 111.) .

Uscher in thus laying down this date had no motive for bringing the
space of 483 years from the 20th of Artaxzerxes to A.n. 29 ; for his division
of the seventy Heptads differs from mine, and he did not regard A.p. 29 as:
the date of the crucifixion of our Lord.
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There is next added, “ the street shall be built again,
and the scarped rampart, even in pressure of times”;
then follows, “ and after the threescore and two weeks,”
etc. Hence it is clear that the whole period from
the decree to Messiah the Prince is four hundred and
eighty-three years, and that forty-nine of these years
are appropriated to something peculiar;—the only thing
so mentioned has been the building of the street, ram-
part, etc.:—these things are, I judge, to be allotted to
the first division of the time, namely, forty-nine years.

Some have thought that this same interpretation was
supported by the expression “in pressure of times,” which
they would render “in the shorter space of time”—a
rendering wholly destitute of ground, only supported
indeed by its supposed fitness in this place. I quite
agree with the explanation which allots the first forty-
nine years to these events, but I could not support it by
any such supposed rendering.

But it may be asked, What is the evidence that forty-
nine years were spent in the restoration of the city 2 I
answer, I believe it to have been so, simply on the
authority of this passage; no other portion of Scripture
says anything about the length of time, and here forty-
nine years are mentioned, and also the restoration of the
city is so placed in juxtaposition, that they appear clearly
to belong together.

Verse 26: “ And after the threescore and two weeks,
shall Messiah be cut off” ;—this period is marked by the
definite article as identical with the threescore and two
weeks of the preceding verse. The four hundred and
cighty-three years from the issuing of the decree, run on
“to Messiah the Prince ” :—it becomes then important to
inquire to what part of our Lord’s earthly path the re-
ference is made. He was “born King of the Jews"” :—
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but this appears to be something more than the mere
title: now, the only time in which we find the Lord
Jesus taking this title in the presence of Jerusalem, was
six days before He suffered, when He came thither on
the ass’s colt :—He was then presented as King, and six
days afterwards was put to death as the King of the
Jews. I should regard the limit “unto Messiah the
Prince, as reaching on to his having been thus presented
to Jerusalem. It is worthy of remark that the decree of
Artaxerxes was issued in the month Nisan, the very
month in which the passover was kept,and in which our
Lord both rode into Jerusalem and was crucified.

I should not thus consider the expression “ _After the
threescore and two weeks” as implying an interval ; but
rather as being just the same as, “ at the end of the sixty-
two weeks,” “ when they are accomplished.”

The words which stand in our English version, “but
not for Himself,” have often been taken as if they spoke
of the vicarious character of our Saviour’s suffering;
this would however be, I believe, placing a most true and
important doctrine upon an insufficient basis. I believe
that the words simply imply, “and there shall be nothing
for Him” ;—He will be rejected, and His earthly king-
dom will be a thing on which He will not then enter.

The series of years has run on unhinderedly from the
issuing of the edict to the cutting off of Messiah ;—but
at this part of the vision, there are various events spoken
of before the one remaining week comes into notice at
all. “ And the city and the sanctuary shall the people
destroy of a prince who shall come.” This refers, I have
no doubt, to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans;
as was also foretold by our Lord in Luke xxi., “ When
ye see Jerusalem compassed about with armies, then
know that the desolation thereof is nigh.” This destruc-



THE ROMAN POWER. 1056

tion is here said to be wrought by a certain people ; not
by the prince who shall come, but by his people :—this
refers us, I believe, to the Romans as the last holders of
undivided Gentile power: they wrought the destruction
long ages ago:—the prince who shall come is the last
head of the Roman power, the person concerning whom
Daniel had received so much previous instruction. It is
most important to attend to the exact words of the
passage ; it is thus that we avoid the mistake of con-
founding the people and the prince who afterwards
springs up.

“ And his end shall be in the overflowing ”: I suppose
that this speaks of the end of the prince who shall come ;
in the expression “the overflowing,” allusion seems to be
made to some known event in prophecy ; I suppose that
it is the same overflowing as that which is alluded to in
Isa. x. 22, and xxviii. 18. This would identify the time
of this prince with the crisis of Israel’s history :—this
identification is (as we shall see) yet more decidedly
brought out in the subsequent part of the vision.

The interval up to “the end ” is only characterised by
war and desolations ;—just so our Lord teaches usin Mat.
xxiv., “ Nation shall rise against natiom, and kingdom
against kingdom.” The expression “that which is de-
termined,” appears to be taken up from Isa. x. 23.

The vision gives us no intimation about the times of
events which belong to the interval :—we only find at the
cutting off of Messiah, one seven years is unaccomplished ;
this “ reserved week,” as some have aptly called it, be-
longs to the time of the prince who shall come.

Verse 27: “ And he (the prince who shall come) shall
confirm a covenant with the many for one week.” In
“Remarks on Chapter viii.” (pp. 81, 82), I sought toshow
that the horn spoken of in the two chapters is identical,
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and here he again appears to come before us ; in fact, the
allusion seems to be made to known circumstances about
him. He makes a covenant with the inultitude ; that of
course means the multitude of Daniel’s people ;—they
are leagued with him, and he with them. This takes
place three years and a half before he causes sacrifice and
oblation to cease ;—hence it is clear that they go on as
under his patronage for some time. This will, T believe,
throw some light upon the two thousand three hundred
days mentioned in chapter viii. 14, We find him here
making a covenant for one seven years, then breaking it
at the end of three years and a half ; and the removal of
sacrifice, ete., is so spoken of, as to connect it with the
breaking of the covenant. This tends, I think, to show
that one thing done in pursuance of this covenant had
been the establishment of the temple worship. The
period of two thousand three hundred days is a few
months short of the whole term of the seven years,
enough being not included, it may be, to be allotted for
those preparations which will he needful for the worship
to be set up: then follows the time during which it is
carried on under his auspices, and then follow three
years and a half of distinet persecuting and blasphemous
power.

The character of this period of three years and a half
is to be especially gathered from chapter vii,, in which
mention is made of “a time, times, and a half,” and also
from the forty and two months, 1260 days, etc., which
are spoken of in the book of Revelation.

The identity of the time, times, and a half, of chapter
vii, with the last half week of this chapter, might
almost be taken for granted :—the proof, however, is
simple :—the horn in chapter vii. acts in blasphemy and
persecution until the Lord Jesus and his people take the



THE ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION. 107

kingdom ; the three years and a half run on to that
point : here in this chapter, the whole period of seventy
weeks issues in the absolute and established blessing of
Israel, Daniel's people :—the week of this covenant is
the last portion of the seventy weeks, and the half week
after the sacrifice is taken away, is the latter portion of
that week. Thus the period in chapter vii. and the con-
cluding period before us run on to the same point ;—they
are also equal in duration ; hence, they begin at the same
time, and are altogether identical. If we would form a
just estimate of the events of the last half week, we must
gather it from chapter vii.:—here we have the same
power in its local connection with Jerusalem.

The seventy weeks when distributed into portions,
will then stand thus :—

I. From tbe edict to the building of the wall, etc. . . 49 years.
II. From the building to Messiah the Prince, and his 434
cutting off . . "

[Then an interval of unmarked length.]
III. The period of the covenant of ¢‘the prince that shall} .

come”’ . . . ”

One of the blessings spoken of in verse 24, had been
“to finish the transgression”:—this may be suitably
compared with the expression in chapter viii., “when
the transgressors are come to the full.”

“And upon the wing of abominations [shall be] that
which causeth desolation.” The phraseology of this
passage is rather obscure, but I believe that this is the
meaning of the words. “The transgression of. desola-
tion ” had been mentioned in the previous vision :—this
appears to be a reference to what had been there said:
—there is further elucidation to be obtained from what
We find in the subsequent vision :—but all these passages
have a solemn interest and importance for us, when we
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remember what our Saviour said in Mat. xxiv., “ When
ye see the abomination of desolation, spoken of by
Daniel the prophet, stand in the Holy place; whoso
readeth, let him understand,”—then do so and so.

“The Holy place ” is that in which this abomination
will be set :—this of course means the temple of God at
Jerusalem. This place was once honoured by his mani-
fested presence ; and, little as God can own or recognise
the worship which the Jews may offer there in unbelief,
whether in times past or future,—yet the place is that
which He looks upon as one with which his own honour
is greatly connected: it is the Holy place still. An
abomination, in Scripture language, signifies an idol :—
that on account of which God brings in desolation. This
idol appears to be set in some most conspicuous place,—
the wing or pinnacle, which is thence called “the wing
of abominations.” Our Lord speaks of “the Holy place”
as that in which the abomination of desolation is set ;—
the place is here termed “the wing of abominations” :—
in the one case, the place is regarded according to the
thoughts of God; in the other, according to the actings
of man, in matured evil against God.

These things—the cessation of sacrifice, and that which
causeth desolation standing on the pinnacle—continue
“ gven until the consummation and that determined shall
be poured upon the causer of desolation.” The expres-
sion “the consummation and that determined,” is quoted
from Isa. x. 22, 23. This connection is one of great in-
terest; for on the one hand, the return of the remnant
of Jacob to the mighty God is spoken of ; and on the
other, faith is encouraged not to be afraid of the terrible
power of Asshur.

In rendering the concluding word by “the causer of
desolation,” I believe that I follow the true sense of the
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original :—I amn quite aware that the verb, the participle
of which is here employed, is used sometimes in a neuter,
and at other times in an active, sense; sometimes imply-
ing that which is made desolate, at others that which
occasions the desolation: I believe that the former of
these is the more common, but the latter is proved, I
think, to be its sense in this connection, by chapter xii.
11, where it is clear that the abomination that maketh
desolate is spoken of, and not anything which has been
made desolate.

It is, indeed, remarkable to see how Daniel was con-
fided with the counsels of God in these things:—the res-
ponse to his prayer gave him instruction as to far deeper
truths. He only thought of the past iniquity of his
people, God thought of a deeper iniquity when they will
receive one who comes in his own name, after Messiah
has been rejected ; when he makes a covenant with
them, and it issues in awful idolatry. Grace and faith-
fulness would have been displayed in bringing the
people back from Babylon,—but how much more would
God manifest these things, when they stand in contrast
to the ripened iniquity of man as found in Jerusalem!
It was Daniel's place to look at all these things, and to
learn God in thewm ; to see Him as above the whole, and
to apprehend something of what the full manifestation
of this grace will be, and what the blessings in store for
Jerusalem and for Israel are, when the seventy weeks
bave run their course. This might in some measurc
enable Daniel to enter into God’s mind; and we must
remember that Gabriel was expressly sent to give him
skill and understanding.

These seventy weeks appear to me to relate to the
Period of God's defined dealings with the city of Jeru-
salem and the people there, from the time when it
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should be re-coustituted as @ city, and onward. At the
cutting off of Messiah, the recognition ends ; then comes
the interval, and the time is again taken up for one
week at the close. There is one thing relative to this
subject which it appears to me to be desirable to notice,
though not cxactly connected with the chapter. Some
have thought from such an interval being found here,
and from the Church having become a constituted body
upon carth just at the end of the sixty-ninth week, that
it was no longer found on earth when the interval is
past and the seventieth begins. Nothing about the
matter can be found from the vision, the Church not
being mentioned in it.

But other parts of Daniel throw abundant light upon
the matter; the horn of chapter vii. wears out the saints
of the most high places, until the coming of the Son of
Man and the taking of the kingdom; in fact, the time of
their being persecuted is the same three years and a half
as the last portion of time before us here.

But the whole question is rendered perfectly simple
by such statements of the New Testament as “ Let both
grow together until the harvest ”—(Mat. xiii. 30). Thus,
there will be both tares and wheat upon this earth till
then ;—true believers in Christ, and others who put on
the semblance or profession, until the end of the age.

Also, “blindness in part hath happened unto Israel
until the fulness of the Gentiles be come in; and so all
Isracl shall be saved ”—(Rom. xi. 25, 26). The issue
stated in this passage is the same as that of the vision
before us, namely, the cstablished blessing of Daniel's
people. That blindness in part which was upon them
when the Apostle Paul wrote, and which is upon them
still, will remain until the fulness of the Gentiles, those
whom God by his grace converts from among the Gen-
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tiles, shall have been brought in. And then what
follows? The salvation of all Israel. If we suppose the
Church to be taken away before the time of “ the prince
who shall come” of this chapter, then we must say that
Israel's deepest and most awful blindness, instead of
being until the coming in of the fulness of the Gentiles,
is after it is completed altogether.

I do not go into more elaborate evidence as to this
point : I merely suggest a few simple facts. I only add
that our Lord, in his use of the prophecy of Daniel and
his whole teaching in Mat. xxiv., assumes that some of
his beloved Church will continue to be cared for as his
sheep upon earth, until He comes in manifested glory,
until He destroys “ fhat wicked ” with the breath of his
mouth.

Some may think these obscrvations on this point to be
mere digression ;—I think so myself; and I only add
them because of statements having been not only con-
nected with the ninth of Daniel, but even based upon
it ;—statements which have no rclation whatever to the
contents of the chapter.

It is remarkable to observe the difference betwcen the
manner in which God reveals truth, and that in which
man would seek to gain knowledge. Those things which
God reveals are not only profitable themselves, but the
manner also in which they are presented is for profit.
This we shall do well to bear in mind in reading God’s
word : it is easy for us to get our minds informed about
truth, and to hold it apart from God; but what we have
to seck is, that our hearts and consciences may be so
excreised by all we read of God’s revealed counsels, that
we may have deeper apprchensions of grace, and learn
more of the glories of Jesus our Lord.
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NOTE ON THE “YEAR-DAY SYSTEM.”

Many have adopted a principle of interpretation with
regard to designations of time, when they are found in
prophecy, to which they have given the name of “the
year-day system.” This principle is, that in such pro-
phetic designations of time, the literal meaning must not
be held ; but that in all expressions of periods of time in
future events, a day stands as the representative of a
year, and all other spaces of time in similar proportion.

There are not a few who hold this as an opinion so
established in their minds, that they regard it as an un-
doubted truth, without knowing definitely on what
grounds it was adopted :—they speak of a prophetic day,
or a prophetic year, as if it were an axiom that these
expressions denote the one a literal year, and the other a
term of three hundred and sixty literal years.

On this principle they would interpret the designations
of time iIn the book of Daniel and in the Revelation:—
they thus speak of the 1260 years, and the 2300 years.
Of course, if we find distinet Scripture warrant for this
assumed canon, we must bow to it, and interpret accord-
ingly. But if this canon is supposed to be a deduction
from Secripture, let us examine whether the inference be
legitimate, and let the reception or the rejection depend
on the grounds of proof.

It is not, I believe, stated by any that this canon is a
subject of direct teaching in Scripture: at least, none of
the points advanced seem to be relied on as showing
this: some of the maintainers of the system expressly
repudiate such a thought: for instance, Mr. Conder

says —
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“The application of the year-day principle to the pro-
phecy would, d priori, have been incapable of proof, and
might seem scarcely compatible with probability.”—
(Literary History of the New Testament, p. 585.) And to
this he subjoins the following note —

Tt is admitted that, for the first four centuries, the
days mentioned in the prophecies of Daniel and in the
Apocalypse were interpreted literally by the Fathers of
the Church; but from the fifth to the twelfth century,
a mystical meaning came to be attached to the period of
1260 days, though not the true one. At the close of the
fourteenth century, Walter Brute first suggested the
year-day interpretation, which was fully espoused by the
Magdeburg Centuriators, and applied to the Papacy.—
(Elliott, vol. ii. pp. 965—972.) That the true solution of
the enigma should not have occurred to the earlier
writers, is not surprising. It was not intended, and was
scarcely possible, that it should be shown, & priori, that
such was the principle of interpretation. As Mr. Elliott
remarks, while the period was yet distant, a moral pur-
pose was answered by a temporary veil of mystery being
thrown over the prophetic period; for the Church was
not to know the times and seasons, that she might be
kept from the earliest age in the attitude of watchful
expectation. It was accordingly, not till the time drew
near, that the solution of the chronological enigma began
to be perceived. Nor does it form any objection to its
truth, that the @ priori evidence scarcely amounts to a
probability, when the d posteriori demonstration is all
but irresistible. It seems to be the divine intention that
the discovery of the prophetic mystery should wait wpon
the facts, not anticipate them.”

Some, who have received the year-day principle with-
out inquiry, will be surprised at these admissions of the

I
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weakness of the @ priori evidence by which it is upheld ;
others may think that too much is surrendered. At all
cvents, however, it must be owned that this canon of in-
terpretation is not known as an intuitive truth; the
carly Church knew no such axiom ; and therefore I hold
that it should be shown to be either laid down in Serip-
ture, or else that it should be proced thereby, before any
one can be cxpected to receive it, and before it is applied
to the interpretation of prophetic statements.

In the quotation just given, I donot suppose that any-
thing irreverent was intended in saying that “a moral
purpose was answered by a temporary veil of mystery
being thrown over the prophetic period”; but surely
such ideas and expressions should be avoided. It is by
¢ruth that God teaches his people, and thus we can never
attribute to Him the accomplishment of a moral pur-
pose by that which would be a virtual deception. He
may produce a woral effect by leaving us uninformed as
to many things ; but this is wholly different from such an
effect being wrought by positively false conclusions and
opinions occupying the mind. Where Scripture is silent,
we know nothing as to God’s truth ; and this silence may
accomplish a moral purpose; but where the Scripture
speaks to us, how can it be according to God's mind and
appointment, that a moral purpose should be answered
by our thoroughly misunderstanding it,—by its being
for ages a delusive light ? Scripture may mislead the
rejecters of truth, but God can never have designed that
it should direct His people wrongly : had He done this,
He would have made the reverse of truth profitable to
their souls. If it is right that we should now under-
stand the designations of time in prophecy, it was equally
right from the earliest period of the gathering of the
Church. Unless the Scripture taught, as a fact, that God
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had drawn such a veil, T would not believe it; and if I
thus learned that a veil existed, I would not believe that
it had been withdrawn, unless I had distinct proof to
that effect. To do otherwise would be to assume the
existence of some other depository of God’s truth beside
the treasury of holy Scripture. Observe, I do not say
that Scripture truth on various points may not have been
misunderstood, and that for long ages ; this is wholly dif-
ferent from maintaining that God laid ozer his Scripture,
from the first, a veil of mystery; owr hearts are dull of
apprehension, so that they constantly need the teaching
of the Spirit of God ; the Seripture itself is the recorded
testimony of that same Spirit.

God has taught us in His word what is our object of
hope ; He also teaches us the intermediate scenes as to
some of their more important features. A »ight appre-
hension of any of the detaills set before us can never
deaden in our minds the moral “attitude of watchful
expectation.” Nay, it is only so far as we are truthfully
instructed, that we can watch and expect aright.

What, then, are the Scripture proofs which are ad-
vanced in favour of the year-day system ?

It is true that some expositors show that this prin-
ciple is needful in ¢heir explanations of the prophecics
themselves: this really is only a petitio principii: a cer-
tain exposition cannot stand, unless this canon is assumed ;
therefore (it is concluded) the canon must be true. The
right mode of treating the question would be this :—if a
certain exposition stands or falls together with a canon
of interpretation on which it is based, then the expo-
sition in question must be held or not according as that
canon is proved or supported by God’s word. I am quite
awarc that dogmatic arguments are sometimes employed :
such a doctrinal system depends on such a mode of in-

12
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terpretation, therefore that mode of interpretation must
be maintained; and then when a great deal has been
sald on the doctrinal importance of the points involved, it
seems to some minds as if strong d posterior: grounds, at
least, had been assigned for the mode of interpretation.
This, however, is not a legitimate mode of drawing
deductions from Scripture. We can never judge of the
truth of any part of Revelation by our notions of its
importance.

If, then, the prophecies containing designations of time
do not state anything on the face of them which sup-
ports such a mode of interpretation, we must look else-
where for the d priori grounds of this opinion; I have
then to consider certain passages which are commonly
referred to in support of this hypothesis.

L—Numbers xiv. 34: “ After the number of the days
in which ye searched the land, even forty days, each day
for a year, shall ye bear your iniquities, even forty
years.”

This passage speaks of a denounced fact; but in it
there is nothing that implies a principle of interpreta-
tion. The spies had searched the land of promise forty
days ; and God sentences the murmuring and rebellious
Israelites to wander in the wilderness the same number
of years. In the prophetic part of the verse, years are
literal years, and not the symbol of anything else. Apply
the year-day system to this passage, and then “ forty
years” will expand into a vast period of fourteen thou-
sand four hundred years. All that can be deduced from
this passage, as to the connection of the terms “day”
and “year,” is, that as the search of the land had occu-
pied forty literal days, so the wandering in the wilder-
ness should continue for forty literal years. Literal
years answer to literal days.
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I1.—Ezekiel iv. 4—6: “ Lie thou also upon thy left
side, and lay the iniquity of the house of Israel upon it :
according to the number of the days that thou shalt lie
upon it, thou shalt bear their iniquity. For I have laid
upon thee the years of their iniquity, according to the
number of the days, three hundred and ninety days: so
shalt thou bear the iniquity of the house of Israel. And
when thou hast accomplished them, lie again on thy right
side, and thou shalt bear the iniquity of the house of
Judah forty days: I have appointed thee each day for a
year.”

Now this is not a symbolic prophecy at all, but simply
a symbolic action, which was commanded by God ; and
unless there had been the express statement, we never
could have known that what Ezekiel did, for so many
days, really represented the actions of the same number
of years. Itis true that this is an instance in which a
day symbolically represents a year, but the way in which
this is done is wholly different from any such ground
being taken as though in prophetic language the one
were used for the other.

If in this passage day meant year, or if it were to be
interpreted by year, what should we find ?—that Ezekiel
was commanded to lie on his left side three hundred and
ninety years, and on his right side forty years.

ITI.—Another passage which has been used as a basis
for this system is the latter part of the ninth of Daniel ;—
some, however, of the strenuous advocates of the year-day
principle fairly own that it has no bearing upon the
question. Its supposed connection arises from the word
V¥, rendered “ week,” having been taken as though it
must be simply in its literal meaning seven days. This
might be called wholly a question of lexicography :—the
word itself is strictly, something divided into or consisting
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of seven parts—a heptad, a hebdomad. 1t bears the same
grammatical velation to the numeral seven, as one of the
Hebrew words used for ten does to the other of similar
meaning. Gesenius simply defines its meaning to be “a
septenary number,” he then speaks of its use as applied
sometimes to days, sometimes to years ;—the word itself,
however, defines nothing as to the denomination to which
it belongs, whether the one or the other. In Ezek. xlv.
21, it is used almost entirely like a numeral, standing
with a feminine plural termination in connection with a
masculine noun, 29} N'W?‘E”' (according to the peculiar
usage of numerals in Hebrew and the cognate languages);
and this passage is important as showing its use. Itis
not to be denied nor yet to be wondered at that it should
be more often used of week than anything else, for this
obvious reason, that of all things admitting a septenary
division there is nothing so often spoken of as a week.
In this sense, however, it more commonly takes the
feminine plural termination.

In the present passage it takes its denomination from
years, which had been previously mentioned in Daniel’s
prayer: Daniel had been praying to God, and making
confession on behalf of his people, because he saw that
the seventy years, which had been denounced as the term
of the captivity of Judah, were accomplished ; and thus
the denomination of years connects itself with the answer
granted to him: he had made inquiry about the accom-
plishment of seventy years ; he receives an answer relative
to seventy heptads of years. The word has here the mas-
culine plural termination, which may arise from year
being feminine; but this could not be absolutely stated
as the reason, for it is once used (Dan. x. 2) with the
masculine plural joined to days.*

# In this case, the addition of the word D'R} days, is important, as it
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I am well aware that strong assertions have been made
to this effect :—that if we follow the conventional read-
ing (i.e. with points) it is simply “seventy weeks ” (i.e.
of seven days), but that if we reject the points, it must
mean “ seventy seventies ” ;—this statement is very in-
correct. I do read with the points, but the argument
does not rest upon them. I do not admit that periods of
seven days are necessarily indicated by the word itself.
But if we paid no attention to the points, we are not left
to any such meaningless rendering as “seventy seven-
ties” ;—the fact must have been overlooked, that in
verse 27, where the word occurs in the singular, it is
twice written full (i.e. with the letter Vav inserted), and
this, without any points to help us, decides the matter.

In translating, we may use the word “ week,” not at
all as conceding the point of the meaning of the Hebrew
word, but simply for convenience sake, and as requiring
less explanation and circumlocution than any other in
common use. I believe that I need say nomore to prove
that this ninth of Daniel in no way upholds the year-
day scheme.

IV—Luke xiii. 31, 32: “The same day there came
certain of the Pharisees, saying unto him, Get thee out
and depart hence, for Herod will kill thee. And he said
unto them, Go ye, and tell that fox, Behold, I cast out
devils, and I do cures to-day and to-morrow, and the
third day I shall be perfected.”

In transcribing this passage, I feel such astonishment
at its ever having been used as the basis of an argument
on the subject, that I think that some readers may be
incredulous as to the fact: I must inform such, that the

shows that the term might else be understood differently : it is therefore &
natural addition, especially as it comes just after the prophecy of the
seventy heptads of years.
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passage was used a century and a half ago by Fleming
(whose speculations as to the weakening of the Papacy
were deemed by many, in 1848, so wonderfully convincing),
and recently by Mr. Birks. But what use can they make
of the passage ? Mr. Birks says that the incident occurred
several weeks before our Lord’s sufferings. He therefore
interprets it thus, “ our Lord’s ministry commencing with
a passover, closed at the passover, after an exact interval
of three years. The words of this passage would there-
fore exactly describe the continuance of that ministry:
the three days importing the three years.” On this I
remark, first, that if our Lord’s ministry did continue
exactly three years, it is what no one has distinctly
proved, and if true, it is not what is commonly held;*
and, secondly, that if in this instance our Lord meant
years by days, there must at this very time have been at
least #wwo years (“ to-morrow and the third day ™) of his
minijstry yet to come. Most readers will, I should think,
consider that the three days here are as literal as the
three days during which our Lord lay in the grave, and
that the term “ third day ” is here as simply third day, as
in the passage which speaks of the marriage at Cana in
Galilee. I am not now concerned to expound the pas-
sage in Luke, but it seems to me to relate to our Lord’s
arrival at Jerusalem, three days, I should think, after
this conversation.

V.—Mzr. Elliott has recently brought forward Heb. vii.
27, as another passage to support the year-day system:

* Three years and six montbs is the term ordinarily assigned to our Lord’s
ministry, while othera would limit it to & year and a few months, and others
(such as Dr. Chr. Benson) think that the Gospels supply evidence that it
continued for about two years and a half. In the face of this uncertainty
of opinion, I was surprised to see the direct assertion that it lasted exactly
three years. I do not remember any writer who had held this. I do not
think that it could be proved from Scripture that it began at the passover;
at least it had commenced before the passover in John ii., and thatis the
first epoken of io counection with our Lord’s ministry.
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“ Who needed not daily as those high-priests, to offer up
sacrifice, first for his own sins, and then for the people’s.”
Mr. Elliott supposes (following Macknight) that the high-
priest offered sacrifice but once in a year, and therefore
detly must mean yearly. On this mistake (for a simple
mistake it is) the supposed argument, drawn from this
passage, entirely rests. On this point, I need only refer
to Mr. Newton's “Aids to Prophetic Inquiry” (First
Series, 2nd edit.), pp. 176, 177.

In all these passages, the days when mentioned are
simply days, and the years simply years: there is not a
single phrase in which it issaid that the word days must
mean years, except the very places, the meaning of which
is the point under discussion. One supposition cannot
be brought forward as proof of another.

A distinction has, indeed, been drawn between sym-
bolic and literal prophecies: it is said that in the former
we are not to understand days literally, but as the sym-
bols of something else. If this distinction be good, no
literal prophecies ought to be brought forward amongst
the supposed proofs:—the sentence of forty years of
wandering was a literal, not a symbolic, denunciation :
Ezekiel, indeed, lay on his side symbolically; but there
was no prophecy in the case at all. The use which has
been made of this distinction has been to seek thus to
avoid the force of literal periods of time mentioned in
prophecy which have been literally fulfilled.

And now, to consider the principal statements of time
to which this supposed canon is applied :—they are—

I—The time, times, and a half, Dan. vii. 25, and xii. 7.

II—The two thousand three hundred days, Dan. viii.
14

ITI.—The twelve hundred and ninety days, Dan. xii.
11.
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IV.—The thirteen hundred and five and thirty days,
Dan. xii. 12.

V.—The five months, Rev. ix. 5, 10.

VI.—The hour, and day, and month, and year, Rev.
ix. 15.

VII.—The three days and a half, Rev. xi. 9, 11.

The first of these periods is mentioned in the same
manner in the hook of Revelation, xii. 14 ; in that book
we also find a similar period spoken of as forty and two
months, xi. 2, xii. 5; and twelve hundred and sixty
days, xi. 3, xii. 6. In neither of the passages in Daniel
does this designation of time occur in the midst of a
symbolic prophecy at all ; for in chapter vii, the period
is spoken of in the plain literal interpretation of the
symbolic horn, which is said to mean a literal king, who
shall subdue three literal kings (not described as horns
in this part of the chapter), into whose hand the saints
shall be given for a time, times, and half a time,—three
years and a half. If we make these words symbolic,
may we not arbitrarily explain away any other expres-
sion of Scripture ? In chapter xii. there is no symbol
at all ; the communicator of truth to Daniel “held up his
right hand and his left hand unto heaven, and sware by
Him that liveth for ever, that it shall be for a time, times,
and a half” It seems to me as if the solemnity of this
oath, “by Him that liveth for ever,” would exclude the
thought of mere metaphor and symbol : at least I know
of no words in Scripture on which emphatic exactitude
is more impressed.

But when we turn to the book of Revelation, and sec
how variously this period is expressed, 1260 days, forty
and two months, a time times and half, it scems as if care
had been taken to prevent all possibility of misconcep-
tion whether occurring in symbolic description, or in
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literal explanation, the same isochronic expressions are re-
peated.* Asto “fime, times, and a half,” we have the period
stated in three languages, Chaldee, Hebrew, and Greek.

The second passage (Dan. viii. 14) is literally “ unto two
thousand three hundred evenings mornings,” referring to
the offering of the daily sacrifice each morning and even-
ing. This also occurs in an explanation; so that the
symbolic theory (even if it had any true foundation, in-
stead of being, as it is, a gratuitous assumption), would
avail nothing. The expression seems such as inten-
tionally to exclude all thought of other than real days.

The third and fourtl passages (in Dan. xii.) have nothing
whatever to connect them with symbols, or with any-
thing other than literal statement. In fact there is
nothing to bring these under the year-day theory, except
it be an assumed interpretation.

The fifth of the passages has nothing whatever in it to
call for this theory as needful. There is nothing to hint
any meaning except five literal months.

* I may mention that when first my attention was directed to the
prophetic parts of Scripture, it was by this threefold mode of speuaking of
the same term in the book of Revelation that I was led to inquire into the
grounds of the year-day theory,—a thing of which everyone who knows
snything about Scripture has heard traditionally, whether interested in
propbecy ornot. Asa Hebraist, I was already aware that the passage in
Dauiel ix. had no bearing in favour of the theory; and the varied mode of’
statement in the Revelation showed me that unless it possessed distinet proof”
it was not to be received.

The maintainera of the year-day theory accuse those who reject it with
repeating the same arguments over and over again : perbaps they do this ;
but what of that? If we seek truth, not originality, we shall often act
thus. How can we set forth the foundation doctrines of Christianity—the
redemption of Christ, and the testimony borne by the Holy Ghost to the
cfficacy of his blood for the salvation of every believing simner—without
repeating what has been spoken reiteratedly from the Duy of Pentecost and
onward ¥ And do not the upbolders of this theory repeat the same argu-
ments?  Although I care but little whether I say the same things us others
bave said before me (so long as the things ave trwe), I may inform the
reader that my views on the year-day system were published in 1836 ; so:
that, at least, I did not copy from subsequent writers. Let, howerver, fruth

e maintaincd, ns set forth in Scripture, irrespective of such points as who:
those may he who havo proviously held the same.
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The sixth passage has been supposed by some to inti-
mate a very precisely-detined period of three hundred
and ninety-one years, fifteen days. This would require
proof: I cannot sec that it speaks of a period of time at
all; the passage only says that the four angels were
loosed that “had been prepared for the hour, and day,
and month, and year,”—a solemn designation (as it seems
to me) of the point of time spoken of : just so our Lord
says, “of that day and hour knoweth no man.”

The seventh passage, “ three days and a half,” Rev. xi,,
has nothing in it to require any other than the literal
interpretation. Some advocates of the year-day system
have been fond of laying stress on this passage ; because,
they say, that it was early perceived by the Church that
the period meant three years and a half. Had this been
the fact, it would have proved nothing to any who does
not feel bound to follow a supposed consensus patrum in
the understanding of Scripture. The fact has, however,
been orer-stated.  Prosper, in the fifth century, says, that
the three days and a half of the slain witnesses answer to
the three years and a half of antichrist. Others repeated
the expression a little more strongly; but such passing
remarks do not invalidate the correctness of the state-
ment of Mr. Conder, that, “ at the close of the fourteenth
century ” “ the year-day interpretation” was “first sug-
gested.”’*

* As far as I koow, the first who spoke of a period of twelve hundred and
sizty years, was the cclebrated Abbot Joachim of Calabrie, at the close of
the twelfth century. But he did not excogitate this as a prophetic period
by using any year-day theory, but he formed it from the designation of
“a time, times, and the dividing of time,"” thus:—he assumed « time to be
the largest measure of time in use amongst men, a thousand years ; times
to be two of the next smaller measures of time, two hundred years: the
dividing of time he assumed to be part of the last-nomed measure; he
probably adopted sizty precisely (instead of fifty which he should have done
a9 it is properly ¢ half a time™), from the analogy of the 1260 days: I
ought to informa the reader that Abbot Joachim considered himself to be in-

spired. The year-day theory of two centuries later secms to be only @
«arrying out of the supposed revelation to Abbat Joachim.
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But still, even if we have no exact proof of the theory,
may we not apply it to the interpretation of Seripture ?
Is every word in the Bible to be taken literally ?

There is nothing relative to Scripture which can be
pressed as a matter of teaching, unless it can be proved
from Scripture, or from the force of the words, or from
the facts of the case: and thus no one can be condemned
for rejecting a theory not so proved. No doubt that in
the Bible, as well as in other books, figurative terms and
expressions are used. Thus, when our Lord called Herod
“ a fox,” He used a figure which none could mistake;
when He said “Destroy this temple,” he used a figure of
deep meaning, which was misunderstood. But where
there is no figure at all, we have no authority to go out
of our way to invent one; especially when it is both
inapt and inapplicable. This mode of procedure will
never aid us in understanding Secripture ; for thus we
should only be bending it to our own minds, instead of
taking the place of learners, and inquiring, What has the
Spirit of God written for our instruction ?

Thus, the meaning of the words day and year may be
considered a simple matter of lexicographical investiga-
tion, just as is the import of the word rendered week in
Dan. ix.; and then the responsibility of proving that
they may signify something else, rests upon those who
so understand them. But with regard to Scripture terms,
we need not always treat them as mere matters of lexi-
cography ; and in the case before us we possess ample
and absolute evidence against that theory, the supposed
proofs of which have been discussed.

I—In Dan. iv. 16, 28, and 32, king Nebuchadnezzar
was told that he should be driven from men, ete., « till
seven times should pass over him.” This ou the year-day
theory would be a period of éwo thousand five hundred and
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twenty years—longer than from the time of Nebuchad-
nezzar to the present day. And the term “seven times”
occurs both in the symbolic part of the chapter and in
the literal, so that the force of words eannot be avoided
by any such distinction. Nebuchadnezzar, however, says
(verse 28),“ All this came upon the king Nebuchadnezzar.”
The prophecy related to literal years, and in literal years
was it accomplished. If, then, in chapter iv., seven times
are seven actual years, of course the period in chapter vii.
is half that number. Thus king Nebuchadnezzar is an
unexceptional witness that prophetic Seripture does not
admit the year-day theory.

IL.—The next witness is Daniel the prophet himself.
In chapter ix. 2, he tells us that he understood by books,
the prophecy of Jeremiah, that the Lord would accom-
plish sevexnty years in the desolations of Jerusalem. Daniel
did not understand the period spoken of by Jeremiah,
according to the arbitrary canon which some would now
apply to his own prophecies. He understood seventy
years to mean seventy years, and not fwenty-five thousand
two hundred years. Thus, this very chapter of Daniel,
from which some (even though it is a prophecy free from
all symbol) would draw a proof of their theory, supplies
decisive evidence against it.

ITI.—The prediction of our Lord as to his own resur-
rection on the third day, is also of importance. It is
useless to evade the application of this and similar pas-
sages by saying that they do not occur in symbolic
prophecies; the answer is simply, “ Neither do some of
the passages to which you apply the year-day theory;
they, too, are in simple statements.” Thus, if, in the case
of our Lord’s burial, the third day meant day, and not
year, then we may plainly see that the canon, which
assigns the meaning of year to the word day, when it is
used in prophcey, utterly fails in itg application,
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Instances might Le multiplied,—such for example as
the four hundred years in Genesis xv. foretold to Abra-
ham as the limit of the bondage of his descendants in
Egypt;—but it is needless to accumulate proofs, when
the point is established, according to the Scripture rule,
at the mouth of two or three witnesses.

This, then,is a case in which the Seripture kas spoken ;
we are not, therefore, at liberty to form any conclusions
of our own (as if it had been silent), whether day might
not mean or symbolise year; we are bound in subjection
to the word of God to say that it does nof and cannot so
mean, and that thus every interpretation which depends
on that theory is necessarily incorrect.

If we were to admit a non-scriptural canon of interpre-
tation, we should do much injury to truth, and we should
adopt that to which we could not authoritatively direct
the attention of any one ;—but the injury to truth is far
greater when we admit a canon which is positively anti-
seriptural; in the former case we should be adding to
the word of God, but in the latter we should be even
contradicting it.

It is by truth that God works on the hearts of his
people ; to £his we must then adhere, however it may run
counter to conventional ideas. The prophecies of Scrip-
ture ecan never be used for their legitimate purposes, if
they are explained by the aid of a primary canon, which
is in itself not only unsupported by Secripture, but is
actually in contradiction to it.



THE PROPHECY CONCERNING THE JEWS IN
THE LATTER DAYS.—DANIEL X. XI. XIL

THESE three chapters contain one vision, the last of
those communications from God through his angel to the
prophet, of which the record is given us in this book.
The time when it took place is stated to have been “in
the third year of Cyrus, king of Persia.,” Daniel had
then already witnessed the faithfulness of God in causing
the desolation of Jerusalem to cease; the decree of Cyrus
for the rebuilding of the temple, and the permission for
the people to go back to their land, had gone forth in
the first year of his reign. The aged prophet had thus
seen an answer to his prayer in chapter ix. ; and although
the instruction then vouchsafed him had taught him that
the interval would be great, before his people were estab-
lished in unchanging blessing in their own land, yet
every proof of the faithfulness of God to any promise He
had made, was an earnest of the greater things yet in
store.

Daniel was now occupying a remarkable position :—he
had been one of the original captives “in the third year
of Jehoiakim, king of Judah ”;—he had now continued
for the whole of the seventy years’ captivity as a faithful
witness for God, and as the one employed to testify con-
cerning Gentile power, in its varied aspects and its issue,
up to the time when “one like the Son of Man” should
take the kingdom, and his people should be securely set
in their own land. A portion of the Jews had gone back
to their land, as they had been permitted by the decree
of Cyrus, but the aged prophet was still in the land of
Gentiles ;—he sees this vision “ by the side of the great
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river, which is Hiddekel ” (the Tigris)—verse 4. And
here,—in the midst of the Medo-Persian kingdom, and
on the castern limit of what was afterwards to be the
Roman earth,—he receives a vision,in which minute and
definite instruction was given as to many of those things,
the outline of which had been previously communicated.

The mode of teaching, which God now used, was not
symbol and explanation, as had been the case in the
general outlines of chapters ii., and vii., and in the more
limited picture of chapter viii,—nor yet general state-
ment, such as the prophetic part of chapter ix.,—but
here we have minute and definite detail ;—it is in fact
anticipative history of the most explicit kind. The ob-
ject of thisis evidently to fillin the statements which had
before been made, and to give them a yet further defi-
niteness in application to the events to which they be-
long.

The vision is thus introduced :—*“In the third year of
Cyrus, king of Persia, a thing was revealed unto Daniel,
whose name was called Belteshazzar; and the thing was
true, but the time appointed was long ; and he wunderstood
the thing, and had understanding of the vision.” In this
there is a marked contrast to what had occuired in the
symbolic visions which the prophet had seen: chapter
vil. concludes thus:—*“ As for me Daniel, my cogitations
much troubled me, and my countenance changed in me ;
but I kept the matter in my heart.” And at the end of
chapter viii. we find,—“ And I Daniel fainted, and +was
sick certain days: afterward I rose up, and did the
king’s business, and I was astonished at the vision, but
none understood it.” Here, however, it is different;
Daniel did understand ; the messenger was sent for that
purpose (verses 11 and 14), just as he had been in chap-
ter ix., verse 22. It is remarkable that this vision is

K
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mostly parallel to that of chapter viii., which Daniel had
not understood.

The prophet had been mourning and humbling him-
self for three weeks (verses 2, 3): the object of this had
been (as we learn from what the angel says to him in
verse 12), that he had set his heart to understand ;—his
words had been heard, and the angel had come on ac-
count of his words : what his prayer had been, we only
find from the communications made to, him. From
verses 5—11 we have the account of the appearance to
him of the messenger that had been sent, and of the
cffect which his appearance had upon the men who were
with Daniel, and upon Daniel himself. In verses 11 and
12, he thus addresses the prophet:—“O Daniel, a man
greatly beloved, understand the words that I speak unto
thee, and stand upright: for unto thee am I now sent.
And when he had spoken this word unto me, I stood
trembling. Then said he unto me, Fear not, Daniel; for
from the first day that thou didst set thine heart to un-
derstand, and to chasten thyself before thy God, thy
words were heard, and I am come for thy words.”

After speaking of how he had been withstood by the
prince of Persia for the one and twenty days of Daniel’s
mourning,—an indication of the mysterious agency of
both evil angels and good,—he states the distinct object
for which he had come: “ Now I am come to make thec
understand what shall befall thy people IN THE LATTER
DAYS: for yet the vision is for many days.” This, then,
tells us the subject of this concluding prophetic vision,—
what should befall Daniel’s people in the latter days. This, 1
believe, is an intimation to us that we are not to expect
in the vision the detail of events occupying a long series
of years, and running on from the time of the vision;
but that it simply belongs to the concluding scenes of the
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history of Daniel’s people prior to the Lord’s coming and
their restored blessing.

In a similar manner, in chapter viii, the vision had
been given to let Daniel know “what shall be in the last
end of the indignation” (verse 19): Daniel had not un-
derstood what the vision had taught; but now, I be-
lieve, that we shall find the same ground gone over with
much minuteness of detail, in order that Daniel might
understand. We may take as a preliminary point that
the purport of the two visions is identical.

In chapter viii, the prophecy is given comcerning
Persia and Greece, before the Persian power had arisen
into preeminence: in this vision the prophetic detail ix
given after this had taken place; so that here there isno
occasion for the Medo-Persian power to arise into view
(as it had in chapter viii.), for the prophetic detail to
commence. Both of these visions have to do territorially
with those countries which arc geographically connec-
ted with Jerusalem, and not with the whole of the
Roman earth in its wide extent. It is important to
bear this in mind in reading them, lest we should ex-
pect to see such references to extent of power and terri-
tory as those which are given in chapter vii. The
Hebrew parts of this book take up in application to the
Jews the last forms of power in the hand of merc man,
which had been spoken of in the Chaldee parts in con-
nection with Gentiles.

It is important, in reading a prophecy of this kind, to
take hold of any parts which we know from other Serip-
tures to be definite points. Therc are certain portions
of God’s history of the Jews and Gentiles which we may
call definite, and (as it were) chronological points ; and
thus, although we cannot count statements of prophecy
by centuries and years, g0 as to say when such and such

X 2
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events will oceur, yet on many subjects the relation of
cvents has been revealed to us, so that we know them to
be synchronous, or else standing in a particular order and
consecution.

Now, the beginning of chapter xii. furnishes us with
one of these points:—it is said, “There shall be [rather,
it shall be] a time of trouble such as never was since
there was a nation, even to that same time : and at that
time thy people shall be delivered ” :—here then we have
the final suffering and deliverance of God’s ancient
people ; just as in Jer. xxx. 7:—*“ Alas! for that day is
great, so that none is like it; it is even the time of
Jacob’s trouble, but he shall be saved out of it.” This we
may take as a date, and from this we may, in a certain
sense, count backwards, and look on the preceding part
of the vision as reaching up to it, and introducing it.

In the last verse of chapter xi, we have a similar
date, which we may in the same manner connect with
other Scriptures: we have the destruction of an oppres-
sor in a peculiar manner;—a statement which is most
manifestly parallel to that of chapter viii, for the op-
pressor in this vision was to “ prosper till the indignation
e accomplished ” (verse 36).

As to the starting point in these two visions there can
be no difficulty ;—it is the time when they were respec-
tively seen by the prophet. The outline of chapter viii,
in symbol and interpretation, is here filled in with direct
statement communicated in simple language.

The prophetic part of the vision before us commences
with chapter xi. verse 2, “ Behold, there shall stand up
yet three kings in Persia; and the fourth shall be far
richer than they all, and by his strength, through his
riches, he shall stir up all against the realm of Grecia.”—
We know as simple matters of history that the three
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successors of Cyrus on the Persian throne were his son
Cambyses,—the impostor Smerdis the Magian,—and
Darius the son of Hystaspes. But we find them all
three mentioned in Seripture also, though partly under
different names. In Ezra iv. 6, 7, the successor of Cyrus
is called Ahasuerus, and his successor is called Arta-
xerxes ; and then in verse 24, the next king is mentioned
by the same name that he bears in profane history,
namely, Darius.

No one need be surprised that Seripture should give to
kings and princes names which are different from those
which they bear in profane history written in after ages;
—we find a similar thing with regard to several of the
Roman emperors; Caligula, for instance, and Caracalla,
whom we know by names or rather appellations which
have been since appended to them ;—the latter of these
is called in his inscriptions Marcus Aurelius Antoninus, &
name by which he is now searcely known.* This will
serve to illustrate the variation in names between Scrip-
ture and profane history. It is interesting, however, to
find that three kings thus incidentally mentioned in a
prophecy, are also recorded historically in Seripture.

The conduct of the fourth king (Xerxes) in stirring up
all his power against Greece, sets these two states (the
second and third monarchies) in a position of contention,
ending only in the conquest of the former by the latter
50 soon as it also became a monarchy.

The next verse describes the first king ; “ And a mighty
king shall stand up, that shall rule with great dominion,
and do according to his will.” The divisions of this third

b

* Thus, the decree of Antoninus for conferring Roman citizenship on the
whole empire, was supposed by eome to cmanate from the benevolent feelings
of dntoninus Pius, instead of proceeding from the cupidity of Bassianus,
who called himself .Antoninus, but whois known by posterity as Caracalln,
{rom the hooded cloak of that name which he wore-
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monarchy next appear :—“And when he shall stand up,
his kingdom shall be broken, and shall be divided toward
the four winds of heaven; and not to his posterity, nor
according to his dominion which he ruled : for his king-
dom shall be plucked up, even for others hesides those.”
It is impossible for us to avoid seeing how parallel this
portion of the vision is to chapter viii—there, in verses
7 and 8 in the vision, and in verses 21 and 22 in the
interpretation, exactly the same ground has been gone
over.

In chapter viii.,,immediately that the fourfold division
of Alexander’s empire has been mentioned, there is a.
transfer of the time of the vision from continuous history
to “the latter time of their kingdom, when the trans-
gressors are come to the full ” (verse 23); and the object.
of this is to instruct Daniel as to “what shall be in the
Yast end of the indignation : for at the time appointed
the end shall be.” Just so do I believe that we have in
this concluding vision an interval, which commences at.
the fourfold division of the monarchy, and which ends.
by the events being mentioned which introduce the con--
cluding period of Israel’s blindness; at which time the-
four divided parts of Alexander’s empire are found
existing as kingdoms. (See Remarks on Chapter viii
p-79)

It is certain that this last vision extends to the time
when Daniel’s “ people shall be delivered, every one that
shall be found written in the book” (xii. 1); it is also
plainly said that the messenger had come “to make thee
understand what shall befall thy people in the latter
days” (x.14). This expression seems at least to intimate-
that a long detail of the successors of Alexander is not
to be expected here ;—that the object of the vision is
quite different, Also, as the point to which it leads us:
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on is certain, and as it is clear that a break or interval
must exist somewhere, this must be its place, unless any
other can be found in another part of the chapter. Also,
i any possible place be found where such an interval can
be supposed, and if any event mentioned pregious to such
a place belongs to Israel’s erisis, then any such supposed
Place for a break must be incorrect.

Now, this is the actual place of the interval in the
parallel vision ; it will, I believe, be found that in no other
place is such an interval admissible in this; and, if so, it
will follow that between verses 4 and 5 is the line of de-
marcation between that which is long past and that
which is future, as introducing the events which befall
Daniel’s people in the latter days.

Before considering the former part of the chapter,
sentence by sentence, it well be well to state that I be-
lieve that from verse 21 to the end, we have the con-
tinuous history of one king. Some have supposed that
in this part of the chapter there is a break about verse
33 ; this I regard as impossible for several reasons:—in
verse 31, “the abomination that maketh desolate” is
mentioned ; and as this vision is the only one in Daniel
in which it is ezpressly mentioned in these terms, it must be
to this vision that our Lord refers in Mat. xxiv., when
speaking of events yet future :—also, in verse 29, three
invasions of Egypt are spoken of ;—the one mentioned
in the verse itself,—“the former,” of which the account
is given in verse 25,—and “the latter,” which is not
mentioned at all till verses 42 and 43. Sowme of thesc
things will call for further observation, but thus much
stated preliminarily will clear the way.*

I now take the former part of the chapter, in order to

* See o subscquent section of this volume, on ¢ The Interpretation of
the former part of Daniel xi. by past History.”
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follow closely the persons and events brought before us;
this requires attention, but I believe it will be found that
this anticipative history is just as definite (with the sin-
gle exception of the names not being mentioned) as is
God’s record of the past. I takethe words of the chapter,
introducing what I consider suitable explanation, and
affixing, for distinction’s sake, numbers to the kings of the
north and south who are spoken of ;—by these numbers
I simply mean the first, second, ete., who are %ere men-
tioned.

Verse 5 :“ And the [first] king of the south [i.e. Egypt,
sec verses 7, 8] shall be strong, and one of his princes
[shall also be strong]; and he [the prince] shall be strong
above him [the first king of the south], and have do-
minion ; his dominion shall be a great dominion.” Thus,
a great dominion is possessed by a prince who had pre-
viously belonged to the first king of Egypt here men-
tioned :—the prince is spoken of immediately after as
“king of the north.” This seems to occasion a rupture
between them, and an attempt to accommodate this
appears to be the purport of the beginning of the next
verse.

Verse 6: “ And in the end of years they [i.e. the first
king of the south, and the prince] shall join themselves
together ; for the [first] king’s daughter of the south
shall come to the [prince now become the first] king of
the north to make an agreement : but she shall not re-
tain the power of the arm : neither shall he [i.e. the first
king of the south] stand, nor his arm: but she shall be
given up, and they that brought her, and he that begat
her, and he that strengthened her in these times.”

Thus, this attempt to form an alliance by marriage
becomes wholly fruitless, and only ends in the destruc-
tion of the first king of the south.
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Verse 7: “But out of a branch of her roots [i.e. out of
the same family from which she sprang] shall one stand
up in his estate” [this means, I believe, rather, on his
own basis, and not, in his stead, which would here be in-
applicable, as a woman had been spoken of], “ which
shall come with an army, and shall enter into the fortress
of the [first] king of the north, and shall deal against
them and shall prevail: (verse 8) and shall also carry
captives into Egypt their gods, with their princes, and
with their precious vessels of silver and gold; and he”
[i.e. the branch out of her roots, now become the second
king of the south] “shall continue more years than the
[first] king of the north. So the [second] king of the
south shall come into his kingdom ” [i.e. Egypt, as shown
in the preceding verse], “ and shall return into his own
land.”

In order to understand to whom the pronouns in the
next sentence refer, the whole passage must be read, and
then it becomes clear that they relate to the king of the
north. Verse 10: “ But his sons” [those of the first king
of the north] “shall be stirred up, and shall assemble a
multitude of great forces: and one shall certainly come,
and overflow, and pass through ; then shall he” [i. e. this
one of the sons of the first king of the north, who is
himself presently spoken of as becoming king] “ return
and be stirred up even to his fortress.

Verse 11: “ And the [second] king of the south shall
be moved with choler, and shall come forth and tight
with him, even with the [second] king of the north: and
he [the second king of the north] shall set forth a great
multitude : but the multitude shall be given into his [the
second king of the south’s] hand.

Verse 12: “And when he [the second king of the
south] hath taken away the multitude, his heart shall be
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lifted up ; and he shall cast down many ten thousands:
but he shall not be strengthened by it.

Verse 13: “For the [second] king of the north shall
return, and shall set forth a multitude greater than the
former, and shall certainly come after certain years with
a great army and with much riches.

Verse 14: “ And in those times there shall many stand
up against the [second] king of the south; also the
children of the robbers [see margin] of thy people shall
exalt themselves to establish the vision, but they shall
fall.”

The Egyptian and Syrian kingdoms are thus, then,
found in continued dissension, under their second kings
here mentioned. At this point of time, the ckildren of the
robbers of Daniel’s people exalt themselves to establish
the vision, but in this attempt they are wholly unsuccess-
ful. The Gentiles have been, age after age, the oppres-
sors of Israel ; they have fulfilled, it is true, the denounced
doom of God; but they have done this, not as desiring
to perform the will of God, but as gratifying their own
self-will ; but here the children of these robbers adopt a
different course of policy: does not this appear like an
intimation of efforts on the part of Gentiles, for setting
the Jews in their own land as a people? The issue of
the vision is that settlement,—what is here called the
establishment of the vision is what they will seek, but
the endeavour will be fruitless. This certainly appears
to me like some attempt of the nations to check the
continued wars between Syria and Egypt, by interposing
Israel as an independent nation. There are many
who have thought that this would be acting in con-
formity with the will of God: because they have seen in
His word, that He will gather and replant His people,
therefore they have thought that human effort could be
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rightly directed to that end;—they have overlooked a
most important part of prophetic statement,—namely,
that which refers to the closing scenes of Israel’s history,
previous to the coming of the Lord ;—the period of their
peculiar darkness, blasphemy, and suffering. It is, in-
deed, strange how it has been supposed by many, with
the Scripture in their hands, that human and Christian
effort was to be the instrument of the accomplishment of
God’s purposes with regard to His ancient people. He
Himself will set them in security after the coming of the
Lord Jesus, and the purging out of the rebels;—their
repentance and conversion will be wrought by their
looking upon Him whom they pierced, and mourning for
Him when He appears in the clouds of heaven,

It is true that we are not to look on Christian effort on
behalf of Israelites now as a kopeless thing,— blindness
in part hath happened to Israel "—but the conversion of
any of them now makes such individuals a part of the
Church, and has no relation to God’s general dealings
with the nation. Paul, and tens of thousands of other
Jews, believed in Christ before the destruction of Jeru-
salem, but this did not alter the aspeet in which the
nation stood before God, as having stumbled upon the
stone of stumbling.

Verse 15: “So the [second] king of the north shall
come, and cast up a mount, and take the most fenced
cities; and the arms of the south shall not withstand,
neither his chosen people, neither shall there be any
strength to withstand.” Verse 16: “But he [the second
king of the north] that cometh agaiust him [the second
king of the south] shall do according to his own will,
and none shall stand before him: and he shall stand in
the glorious land ” [i.e. the land of Israel] “which by
his hand shall be consumed” Thus frustrating the
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offorts spoken of in verse 14, and making the Holy Land
the particular scene of his military operations.

Verse 17: “ He shall also set his face to enter with the
strength of his whole kingdom, and upright ones with
him” [some apparently who are ignorantly aiding his
designs]; *thus shall he do: and shall give him [the
second king of the south] the daughter of women, cor-
rupting her: but she shall not stand on his side, neither
be for him.” Verse 18: “ After this he shall turn his
face unto the isles, and shall take many ; but a prince
for his own behalf shall cause the reproach offered by
him to cease ; without his own reproach shall he cause it
to turn upon him.” This verse appears to deseribe cer-
tain actings of this second king of the north in a western
direction towards Europe, until he meets with an unex-
pected check from a prince whom he thought to have
easily overcome. Verse 19: “Then shall he turn his
face toward the fort of his own land; and shall stumble
and fall, and not be found.”

It is evident from the entire omission of all mention of
the kings of the south in this part of the chapter, that
the affairs of that kingdom are only treated of here inci-
dentally : the two kingdoms of Syria and Egypt have an
importance which the other two parts of Alexander’s
empire have not, because of their bounding the Holy
Land on two sides, and the only communication by land
between them passing through that country. The names
of north and south appear to be taken, not from their
position amongst the four parts of the third erapire, but
from their relative situation with regard to Jerusalem.

In this history we have had, froin verse 3, the account
of the manner in which Syria becomes the kingdom of
an Egyptian prince, and the actings of himself and his
successor : Syria has, I believe, this prominence in this
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chapter, because of its being the part of the divided
empire out of which “ the vile person” springs who is
mentioned in verse 21. In verse 20, the short interval is
described between the destruction of the powerful second
king of the north, and the rising of this vile person :
“Then shall stand up in his estate ” [on Ais oien basis, see
verse 7] “ a.raiser of taxes in the glory of the kingdom :
but within few days shall he be destroyed, neither in
anger nor in battle.” The expression, *in the glory of
the kingdom,” marks this person to be the third king of
the north : his destruction appears to leave the kingdom
in utter anarchy; and then within the Syrian kingdom
there arises “a vile person ” whose history appears to me
to be given continuously to the end of the chapter. He
is presented in the same abrupt manner as Alexander the
Great is introduced in verse 4. There, did we not know
that he was the Grecian monarch, we could hardly have
proved it from #his vision: that in chapter viii. is as-
sumed in each case to be known truth, both as to the rise
of Alexander, and as to the king who shall spring out of
one of the parts of his empire.

I need hardly make the remark how entirely this is
parallel to both the vision and the interpretation of
chapter viii. There we had a little horn growing out of
one of the four others; this is interpreted as being “a
king of fierce countenance” who shall stand up. I do
not regard this person, who is introduced in verse 21, as
being a fourth successional king of the north: 1st, be-
cause it is said expressly of him, “to whom they shall
not give the honour of the kingdom ” (in direct contrast
to the raiser of taxes in verse 20), “ but he shall come in
peaceably, and obtain the kingdom [or rather ¢ king-
dom] by fatteries ”; 2nd, because in verse 40, a king of
the north comes against him ; if, as T believe it will be
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manifest, this person’s history ruus on through the
chapter : 3rd, because of the parallelism of the history in
this vision with that of chapter viii.,, in which the little
horn is distinguished from that out of which it springs,
and in chapter vii,, the little horn rises as one in addition
to the ten.

The object of the detail of the chapter, from verse 5
to this place, has been, I believe, to give a definite state-
ment of the condition and relations to each other, of
those countries which are locally connected with the
land, at the time which introduces the rise of the anti-
christ out of one of them, whose reign is in fact “the
last end of the indignation” against Jerusalem. It is
clear from chapter viii,, that the tenfold division of the
Roman empire exists at that time; it is also clear from
chapter wviii. that the four divisions of Alexander’s
empire are four out of the ten so existing; and this
detail shows us, I believe, how the Syrian kingdom is
formed, as introducing the events here spoken of. I do
not say that it shows us that Syria will not become a
kingdom in any other way;—as to that, this vision is
wholly silent ; but that which introduces the putting of
the kingdoms in the relative positions here spoken of, is,
Syria being a kingdom in the hands of one who had
been a prince of the king of Egypt.

In the history of the “vile person” we have appar-
ently to observe three portions: 1st, his rise, by which
he obtains his kingdom, verses 21, 22: 2nd, the time
which elapses from his making a covenant with the
people, to the taking away of the daily sacrifice, and the
setting of the abomination of desolation, verses 23—31:
and, 3rd, the time of his peculiar career of blasphemy
reaching on to his destruction, verses 32—45. These
two latter periods appear to be the heptad for which he
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makes a covenant with many, chapter ix. 27 :—and the
last of them is identical with the last half-week of chap-
ter ix., and also with the time, times, and a half of
chapter vii. He obtains his “kingdom by flatteries,”
then he is seen exerting military power to establish
himself,—“ with the arms of a flood shall they be over-
flown from. before him, and shall be broken; yea, also
the prince of the covenant.” That is apparently a prince
who had made a covenant with him, by which his power
had been originally established : “ And after the league
made with him shall he work deceitfully”;—this appears
to refer to the covenant made with many for one week,
of which Daniel had been told by the angel in chapter
ix. 27. From this time he stands connected with Israel,
and we do not find in this chapter his wideness of
dominion contemplated as in chapter vii, but simply
what he does with regard to the people and the land
He works deceitfully ;—he uses the league for his own
aggrandisement and for subjecting the land to himself;
—*“for he shall come up, and shall become strong with a
small people. He shall enter peaceably even upon the
fattest places of the province; and he shall do that
which his fathers have not done, nor his fathers' fathers;
he shall scatter among them the prey, and spoil, and
riches; yea, and he shall forecast his devices against the
strongholds, even for a time.”

Thus, he shall obtain popularity by a show of most
profuse liberality ; but his real object shall be to get the
fortified places of the land into his own power. His
next acting which is mentioned, is an invasion of Egypt,
—the first of the three attacks which he makes upon
that country : verse 25, “ And he shall stir up his power
and his courage against the king of the south with a
great army ; and the king of the south shall be stirred
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up to battle with a very great and mighty army; but he
shall not stand, for they shall forecast devices against.
him.” Whether this king of the south be the same as.
the one who was last mentioned, we have no evidence
in the chapter: he is not only met by external force, but,
by internal trcachery likewise: verse 26, “ Yea, they
that feed of the portion of his meat shall destroy him,
and his army shall overflow ; and many shall fall down
slain.” His power is thus broken, but some treaty
appears to be made with him, although there is secret
treachery on both sides: “and both these kings’ hearts.
shall be to do mischief; and they shall speak lies at one
table, but it shall not prosper.” The manner in which
they are acting in mutual treachery is shown in the
account in verses 29 and 30 of the second expedition
against Egypt.

The expression at the close of the verse, “ for yet the
end shall be at the time appointed,” appears to intimate
that these transactions belong to the closing scenes; see
verses 35 and 40.

After this first successful invasion of Egypt, the king
returns to his own land “with great riches; and his
heart shall be against the holy covenant; and he shall
do exploits [rather ‘shall work’], and return to his own
land.” The second invasion of Egypt is the next point
in his history: “ At the time appointed he shall return
and come toward the south.” The mention of a time
appointed for the second invasion, shows his secret
treachery :—“hut it shall not be as the former” [the suc-
cessful invasion spoken of in verses 25 and 26], “ nor as
the latter ” [that mentioned in verses 42 and 43]. Just
as his treachery had been shown by the mention of an
appointed time, so does the next verse indicate a trea-
cherous league formed against him by the Egyptian
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king with some other power : “ For the ships of Chittim
shall come against him, therefore he shall be grieved and
return.” It may be uncertain what country is intended
by Chittim ; probably some maritime European power:
the Jews appear to have understood it to mean Macedon
or Greece; for in the beginning of the first book of the
Maccabees, Alexander the Great is said to have come out
of the land of Chittim against Persia.

The position of affairs at which we have arrived in
the vision is this :—the “vile person,” who bas become
a king, has been at first successful in his invasion of
Egypt ;—a treaty has been made between the two kings;
—the “vile person” presently breaks the treaty (as he
had with secret treachery intended to do), but he finds
the king of Egypt acting with equal treachery against
him, and thus he relinquishes for the present his scheme
of conquest.

A new feature in the character and history of this
king at once shows itself: “ He shall be grieved and
return, and have indignation against the holy covenant”;
his heart had been against it before (verse 28); this ap-
pears to intimate that the Jews are found in their own
land (which is locally interposed between Egypt and
Syria), and in his return his hatred is stirred up against
the worship of God, which has been restored in Jerusa-
lem, and of which at first he may have been, as it were,
the protector (see Remarks on Chapter viii, p. 87, and
also on Chapter ix., p. 103). His overt actings are
against the holy covenant, and in violation of his own
league of seven years, which had been mentioned in
chapter ix., and also alluded to in this chapter (veras 23).
His course of wickedness proceeds step by step from the
time that “his heart shall be against the holy covenant.”
“ 8o shall he do; he shall even return and have intelli-

)



146 APOSTACY FROM GOD.

gence with them that forsake the holy covenant.” Here
there is the commencement of a party of apostates,—of
those who turn aside from God, not merely from Christ
whom the Jews have never owned nationally, but from
God as God,—the one who as such is entitled to praise
and worship. The consequences of this apostate league
formed round this “vile person” next appear: “ And
arms” [arms of the body ;—i.c. human power, apparently;
not weapons] “shall stand on his part, and they shall
pollute the sanctuary of strength, and shall take away
the daily sacrifice, and they shall place the abomination
that maketh desolate”” At this point the closing period
of three years and a half commences,—the latter half of
the concluding heptad of the vision of chapter ix.; so
that although we cannot arrange the rémaining events
of the chapter as to the length of time that each of them
will occupy (and several of them are evidently general),
yet from this point to the destruction of this oppressor
we find to be a period of specified duration.

Our attention is directed to the prophecy of the Lord
Jesus on the Mount of Olives, by the use which He
there makes of the 31st verse of this chapter; it will
therefore be necessary to turn to Matt. xxiv. and Luke
xxi., in order to lay hold of the instructions in their full
value which are here brought before us. In Matt. xxiv.
3, there are three questions proposed to our Lord by
some of his disciples, relative to what He had told them
as to the destruction of the temple : “ Tell us when shall
these things be ? and what shall be the sign of thy com-
ing ? and of the end of the world [rather age]?” In his
reply, He brings before them moral truth which bears
on the conscience : from verses 4—14, He gives an out-
line of what would be the characteristics of the dispen-
sation; He shows how the hopes which the ancient
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prophets of Israel had set before the people must be
deferred as to their accomplishment, until this dispensa-
tional period should have closed : wars, rumours of wars,
evil increasing, the people of Christ hated and persecuted
for His name’s sake by all nations, and the gospel
preached for a witness to the same nations:—such is
the general picture, putting the child of faith into a posi-
tion of waiting for a deferred, although secure, blessing ;
and therefore, in that respect, resembling much that we
find in the testimony of Daniel. All that is found in
Luke xxi, from verses 20 to 24, would belong to the
time which commences, or nearly so, the dispensational
period ;—the past destruction of Jerusalem being intro-
duced, and the consequent dispersion and captivity of the
people, which only ends with the closing dispensation.
Then follows the important warning, “ When ye there-
fore shall see the abomination of desolation, spoken of by
Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy place (whoso
readeth let him understand) ; then let them which be in
Judea flee unto the mountains,” ete. The Lord thus con-
templates Jerusalem with the people dwelling there again
after the Roman destruction; and amongst them those
whom He can instruct with regard to his own coming,
and also the condition of things at that time. Whatever
testimony of the gospel may have been given in Jeru-
salem up to this time, the servants of Christ now receive
another dircetion; they have to flee forthwith, when a
certain sign is manifest before them ; namely, the setting
of “the abomination of desolation” in the sanctuary of
God. It is most evident that those who give heed to this
warning cannot be Jews in their unbelief, for no ono
could use this prophecy unless he owned Jesus to be the
Christ (see verse 5); but they must be believers in his
name, who are accepted through his blood: thesc are
L2
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instructed how to act, and how to use the prophecy of
Daniel. But how (it may be asked) can this personally
concern us? We are Christians living in countries far
distant from Jerusalem, how then can the warning affect
us at all? To this I answer, that the persons addressed
are assuredly of a particular place and period, but if they
are a part of the Church of God (which cannot be denied
unless we put the Four Gospels away from us), then, as
members of the same body, we have as deep an interest
in the Church’s future history, as we have in that which
is past, as that, for instance, which is recorded in the
book of Acts. And further, just as the Spirit of God
instructs by principles drawn from what we know as
past, so ought we to have our hearts opened to receive
the lessons which He would set before us out of the
revealed future: but how can that be the case, unless we
regard these future events as things which concern us?
The more a soul sees to what this present dispensational
period is tending, the more will it (if rightly submitting
to the guidance of God’s Spirit) find its own proper
place in the midst of present things, seeing what it can
have fellowship with, and what it cannot.

The point of evil at which we can look definitely is,
then, the setting of the abomination that maketh deso-
late: so soon as this is done, we must regard this king,
not as one of those who has been led on by the mere
motives of ambition, which are so common amongst the
great omes of the earth, but as directly energised by
Satan. At this point of time belongs, I believe, the
description contained in the 32nd and three following
verses of Dan. xi. 'On the one hand, there is this king
carrupting by flatteries such as do wickedly against the
covenant, while on the other hand there is the activity of
the people that do know their God. I should not regard
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these verses as being in order of time subsequent to the
setting of the abomination of desolation, but as de-
scribing the condition of things at that time. Before the
onward course of this king’s iniquity is dwelt on, the
prophetic statement rests for a moment upon “ the people
that do know their God.”

This expression is remarkable ; it surely cannot mean
merely those who have the external knowledge that
Jehovah is the God of Israel, and who do not turn aside
to the blasphemy and idolatry and evil which are coming
in: it must surely imply more than this;—even those
who, through the working of God’s grace, possess the
real saving knowledge of Him as revealed in Jesus Christ.
In the midst of all this evil they “are strong and do
exploits” [or rather “work”]; they have their work
assigned them of God, and they perform it, as we are
told in the next verse;—‘and they that understand
among the people shall instruct many ; yet they [namely,
the people] shall fall by the sword and by flame, by cap-
tivity, and by spoil, many days.” On this verse I make
three remarks :—1st, “ they that understand ” are a class
of persons definitely set before us in this vision; they
are again spoken of in verse 33, “ them of understand-
ing”; “they that be wise,” in chapter xii. 8, and “the
wise ” of xii. 10:—to avoid all ambiguity which might
be caused by the variation in the rendering, it will be
convenient to use the Hebrew word, “ Maskilim,” the
Maskilim of the people;—these then are Israelites by
nation ; but though, in Jerusalem, when wickedness is
coming to a head, they are found separate from it, and
intelligent witnesses against it. They must be a part of
“the remnant according to the election of grace” of
Rom. xi., for that designation comprehends all of Israel
who believe in the Lord Jesus during the blindness of
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the nation at large. 2nd, that it is fhe people who fall,
as is here described, and not the AMaskilin, is shown by
comparison with verse 35. 3rd, the expression « many
days ” does not necessarily imply a long period of time;
it may or may not, according to the nature of the case:
see Dan. viii. 27, where the same expression is rendered
“certain days”; compare also 1 Kings, ii. 38; 1 Chron.
vii. 22; Neh. i. 4; Est. i. 4. There is nothing which
would make it necessary to suppose a period of time for
which the last half week of Dan. ix. would not be amply
sufficient. _

Verse 34: “Now, when they [the people] shall fall,
they shall be holpen with a little help; but’ many shall
cleave to them with flatteries.” The power of this king
1s now felt by the Jews as being against them,and treat-
ment of this kind is what we find here (as well as in
many other Scriptures) as being their portion, up to the
tiine when the Lord works his own deliverance for them.
Some seek to aid them, but all is fallacious,and this they
are made to feel.

“ And some of them of understanding [the Maskiltin]
shall fall”; these words show that the falling by the
sword, etc., in verse 33, applies to the people and not to
the Maskilim. It might be asked, if they know their
God and are doing His will, will they not be upheld by
Him, as standing in power in their place of testimony ?
This verse simply tells us, No! testimony in the midst
of felt and manifest weakness (like those in Heb. xi.
35—38) has been the common position to which Christian
faithfulness has led while encountering opposition ; and
this is here the case with at least some of these Maski-
lim ; “they shall fall [by the power of persecution, etc.],
to try them and to purge, and to make them white, even
to the time of the end; because it is yet for a time ap-
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pointed.” Here these Maskilim disappear from our sight
for a while; the persecuting power of this king cuts off
those of them who fall into his hands, and this is con-
tinuously done, “ even to the time of the end.” Their
testimony also ceases for another reason:—the Lord
Jesus has taught his people—“ When ye see the abomi-
nation of desolation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet,
stand in the holy place (whoso readeth let him under-
stand); then let those that are in Judea flee unto the moun-
tains,” ete.,—this shows us how every obedient-hearted
servant of Christ would know that the time for testimony
in Jerusalem, and even in the land of Judah, was past:
they are called on to flee, for He has commanded it.

Thus, when the abomination of desolation is actually
set up, the course of this king is simply evil: men are
given over to strong delusion, that they should believe a
lie; and those who had previously given testimony are
withdrawn, either in obedience to the command of Christ
or else by the power of persecution.

From this place (verse 36) to the end of the chapter,
we have the king in all his unhindered course ; he takes
a place of blasphemy, even assuming divine honours.
“The king shall do according to his will ; and he shall
exalt himself, and magnify himself above every god, and
shall speak marvellous things against the God of gods;’
the connection of this is most obvious with 2 Thess. ii. 3,
4,—“that man of sin . . . the son of perdition, who op-
poseth and exalteth himself above all that is called God,
or that is worshipped ; so that he sitteth in the temple of
God, showing himself that he is God.” The connection
of this description with the horn of blasphemy in chap-
ters vii. and viil. is very marked :—*“He shall speak
great words against the Most High,” chapter vii. 23;
“because of the voice of the great words which the horn
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spake, ete. (verse 11); “ He magnified himself even to
the Prince of the host ” (viii. 11). “He shall also stand
up against the Prince of princes” (verse 25).

God has a purpose and definite design in allowing evil
thus to reaclt its height; “When the wicked spring as
the grass, and when all the workers of iniquity do.
flourish ; it is that they shall be destroyed for ever
(Psa. xcil. 7). He “shall prosper till the indignation be:
accomplished (see viii. 19), for that that is determined
shall be done.”

Verse 37: “ Neither shall he regard the God of his.
fathers, nor the desire of women [some idol, apparently],.
nor regard any God; for he shall magnify himself above
all.”

And yet in secret he is found to be the slave of abject.
superstition (verses 38, 39) : “But in his estate shall he:
honour the god of forces; and a god whom his fathers.
knew not shall he honour with gold, and silver, and
precious stones, and pleasant things. Thus shall he do.
in the most strong holds with a strange god, whom he:
shall acknowledge and increase with glory: and he
shall cause them to rule over many, and shall divide the
land for gain.” What this object of his worship may be,.
is not, I think, apparent : it shows, however, the twofold
acting of this king, who takes before men the place of
the supreme God, and yet is himself a secret idolater: he:
is a successful conqueror, and he honours the god of
forces in strong holds.

The last six verses of the chapter bring before us the:
crisis of his history :—* And at the time of the end shall
the king of the south push at him: and the king of the-
north [now again mentioned as a kingdom] shall come:
against him like a whirlwind, with chariots, and with
horsemen, and many ships; and he” [namely the king:
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who is the subject of this part of the chapter] “ shall enter
into the countries, and shall overflow and pass over.”

He next turns his arms towards Egypt, passing
through the Holy Land :—“ He shall enter also into the
glorious land, and many countries shall be overthrown;
but these shall escape out of his hand, even Edom, and
Moab, and the chief of the children of Ammon.” It is
interesting to observe how these three districts, of which
at this time he does not take possession, are specified in
Isa. xi. as falling into the hands of restored Israel;—
“they shall lay their hand upon Edom and Moab; and
the children of Ammon shall obey them.”

Verse 42: “ He shall stretch forth his hand also upon
the countries ; and the land of Egypt shall not escape”
[the latter invasion referred to in verse 29]. “But he
shall have power over the treasures of gold and of silver,
and over all the precious things of Egypt; and the
Libyans and Ethiopians shall be at his steps.” He thus
appears to be going on in an unhindered career of con-
quest ; but the “ time of the end” is approaching. “ But
tidings out of the east and out of the north shall trouble
him: therefore he shall go forth with great fury to des-
troy, and utterly to make away many. And he shall
plant the tabernacles of his palace between the seas”
(the Dead Sea and the Mediterranean] in the glorious
holy mountain ; yet he shall come to his end, and none
shall help him.” Thus, when he has come in his pride
and rage again to Jerusalem, the hand of God stops his
career, just as we are toldin 2 Thess. ii. 8, * that wicked
whom the Lord shall consume with the spirit of his
mouth, and shall destroy with the brightness of his
coming” (compare Isa. xi. 4). Just so do we learn in
Zech, xii. and xiv. that the future and final deliverance
of the Jews and Jerusalem from their foes, is when the
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Lord comes forth and fights against them, when his feet
stand upon the Mount of Olives; and it is when He thus
delivers them, that they shall look upon Him whom they
pierced ; they shall mourn and be in bitterness for Him.

The place in which he is said in verse 45 to plant
the tabernacles of his palaces (as well as the blasphemy
of his assumptions) brings before us the deseription of a
certain king of Babylon, who is spoken of in Isa. xiv.:
the Jew there, using the song of reproach after the future
and final deliverance of his people, speaks thus:—
“How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the
morning ! how art thou cut down to the ground, which
didst weaken the nations! For thou hast said in thine
heart, I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne
above the stars of God : I will sit also upon the mount of
the congregation, in the sides of the north : I will ascend
above the heights of the clouds: I will be like the Most
High. Yet thou shalt be brought down to hell, to the
sides of the pit,” etc. An objection has been made to
the application of Isa. xiv. to the antichrist on the fol-
lowing grounds:—The beast in the Revelation is said
expressly to be cast “alive into the lake of fire” (Rev.
xix. 20). This beast has been identified (most truly, I
have no doubt) with that power of blasphemy and evil
who is spoken of so much in the book of Daniel: then
the difficulty is raised from Isa. xiv. 18, 19, as though
they spoke of something absolutely incompatible with
his being cast alive into the lake of fire; the expressions
“those that are slain, thrust through with a sword,” and
“ g carcase trodden under feet,” have been taken up, as
though this person there called “ the king of Babylon”
were actually slain, and his dead body were thus
treated :—but observe that this is simply a comparison;
“ But thou art cast out of thy grave LIKE an abominable
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branch,—the raiment of those that are slain, thrust
through [plural] with a sword; that go down to the
stones of the pit; AS a carcase trodden under feet.” The
grave does not receive this king; other monarchs have
been buried, but he shall not be; the lake of fire re-
ceives him alive ;* he is too polluted even for the grave;
he is loathed by it, even as men would loathe the dis-
gusting blood-stained raiment of a confused mass of the
dead, or a carcase trampled under feet.

But it is remarkable to observe how carefully the
Scripture guards us, in many points, from applying to
past things and persons those statements which it is of
importance for us to know as future. To what king of
Babylon could these things have applied? Did any of
them set himself as God inh the mount of the congrega-
tion? Scripture mentions but three who could have
done it; but Nebuchadnezzar, though the destroyer of
the temple and city, was brought at length, through the
discipline of God’s hand, to own Him and give Him
glory ;—we do not find the other two, Evil-merodach
and Belshazzar, as personally connected with Jerusalem
at all ; the scene of the impiety of the latter was simply
Babylon : and further, the deliverance of Israel which is
herc celebrated is utterly different from the return of
the Jews from the Babylonish captivity; see verses 1
and 2. So carefully is the prophecy guarded against
application to things past.

With the eleventh of Daniel that part of the vision
concludes which refers to this king :—all the latter part
of it, which relates to his actings after the setting of the
abomination of desolation, is of solemn interest. What-
cver be thought of the early part of the chapter, I feel

b * Slain indeed by the breath of Christ’s lips, but alive in resuscitated
eing.
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that it is of special importance not to overlook the bear-
ing of the latter portion. It is clear from the first verse
of the next chapter, that the deliverance of Daniel’s
people and the destruction of this king belong to the
same time; this alone shows us the future bearing of
the latter part at least of this prophecy. He persecutes
the people of God up to the time of his destruction; for
we find in chapter vii. that the saints of the most high
places are given into his hand, and he wears them out.
until the Ancient of Days takes his judicial place : hence
we see that, although we find the saints not kept in
view in the latter part of this chapter, there will be
those who during his reign of blasphemy will witness in
the midst of suffering, not loving their lives even unto
the death, and overcoming by the blood of the Lamb,
and the word of their testimony.

His reign is a time of grievous and grinding oppres-
sion to Israel; his abominable idol (the image of the
beast, that the false prophet causes both to speak and
breathe, Rev. xiii.) being set in the holy place, all who
refuse to worship are the objects of his wrath ; death is.
the doom which their disobedience receives. But God
preserves some in his own sovereign power, each one
whose name has been written from before the foundation
of the world in the book of life of the slain Lamb. This
is proved by a remnant being spared, when the Lord
Jesus comes with power of destroying judgment ; for
none can be spared who have joined in the Antichristian
blasphemy: “If any man worship the beast and his
image, and receive his mark in his forehead or in his
hand—the same shall drink of the wine of the wrath of
God,” ete. (Rev. xiv. 9, 10). This remnant must not be
confounded with those who have confessed Christ pre-
vious to His coming ; they as being an integral part of
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the Church of the firstborn will share his millennial reign
in glorified bodies ;—this remnant, on the contrary (how-
ever previously acted on by testimony), will not know
the Lord Jesus until they see Him, and the Spirit of
grace and supplications is poured out upon them.

We never can apprehend clearly the teaching of Serip-
ture as to.these things, unless we see distinctly what
these two remnants are; the one may be called a Chris-
tian remnant, the other a Jewish remnant:—the former
are of “the remnant according to the election of grace”
in Rom. xi. (for that includes all the believing Israelites
of this dispensation); of the latter it is written,—“ the
remnant shall return, even the remnant of Jacob, unto
the Mighty God,” Isa. x. (the “child born” whose name
should be so called):—this return is when the Lord
Jesus shall have come, and not before.

Dan xii. 1, speaks of three of the circumstances of the
time when these things are accomplished : “ And at that
time shall Michael stand up, the great prince which
standeth for the children of thy people; and there shall
be [rather, # shall be] a time of trouble, such as never
was since there was a nation even to that same time;
and at that time thy people shall be delivered, every one
that shall be found written in the book.” The standing
up of Michael is of course an event which is secret from
the eye of man ; he is called in the New Testament the
archangel, and some have supposed that he is the same
person as the Lord Jesus: there appears to me to be no
evidence to support this thought, and a good deal to
contradict it: for instance, could Jude have used such
language of our Lord as he does of Michael ?— Yet
Michael the archangel, when contending with the devil,
he disputed about the body of Moses, durst not bring
against him a railing accusation, but said, The Lord
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rebuke thee” This seems to show that Michael cannot
be himself the Lord. I should, therefore, not identify
the standing up of Michael, either with the Son of Man
coming to the Ancient of Days, to receive a kingdom, or
yet (according to the language of Psalm cx.) the Lord
leaving the right hand of Jehovah because his enemies
are made his footstool. It is something which in the
economy of God’s dealings closely concerns Israel.

This time is one of trouble, such as has never been
equalled :—our Lord, in Mat. xxiv., predicts a time of
tribulation also unequalled, and that without the like
ever having been before, or to be after. This, then, in
Daniel cannot be subsequent to that in Mat. xxiv., for
our Lord’s words would then be eontradicted ;—Daniel’s
people are delivered at the time here spoken of, so that
there is no place for the tribulation in Matthew as a
subsequent thing ;—hence it follows inevitably that the
same period is spoken of in both places,—the time of
which it is said in Jer. xxx., “It is the time of Jacob’s
trouble ; but he shall be delivered out of it.” This tri-
bulation is during the reign and blasphemy of the anti-
christ, whose fearful power will be thus permitted of
God. Past history will afford no parallel, and the energy
of Satan will then have an unhindered character, which
God at present does not permit.

Daniel’s people shall then be delivered, every one that
shall be found written in the book. This was a point of
hope to his soul ;—to this the vision had tended, to what
should befall his people in the latter days. We know
from other Scriptures that the spared will be but a portion
of the Jews: « And it shall come to pass, that in all the
land, saith the Lord, two parts therein shall be cut off)
and die ; but the third part shall be left therein. And I
will bring the third part through the fire, and will refinc



THE FIRST RESURRECTION. 169

them as silver is refined, and will try them as gold is
tried : they shall call on my name, and I will hear them :
I will say, It is my people; and they shall say, The

Lord is my God "—(Zec. xiii. 8, 9). This speaks of
those who are spared in the land; and in Eze. xx., we
learn concerning the spared of those who have been
scattered among the nations; these shall unitedly form
“the remnant that shall return”; who will be blessed
upon earth, according to all that had been promised of
earthly blessing under the reign of Messiah. They will
know his redemption ; the fountain prepared for sin and
uncleanness will be opened to them, and of them it will
then be said, “ Their sins and iniquities will I remember
no more.” It is a happy thought to us to look on and
see these blessings yet in store : Jesus saw of the travail
of his soul and was satisfied ; he was the captain of
salvation bringing many sons (God’s children, given into
his hand for redemption) unto glory: and surely as
belonging to the redeemed, we may rejoice in seeing any
truth which tells us of the wide numbers of those
“many brethren” (younger, it is true, than the “ Church
of the first-born”) of the same household of God to
which we belong.

But was Daniel told merely of earthly Dblessing?
Was there no intimation of higher and better things to
be bestowed at this very time upon some? (Verse 2:)
“And many from among the sleepers of the dust of the
carth shall awake ; these shall be unto everlasting life ;
but those [the rest of the sleepers] shall be unto shame
and everlasting contempt.” I have given, I believe, the
most literal rendering of this verse ;¥ it speaks of a
resurrection, not the general, when all shall be called

* See Note on ** The Rendering and Connection of Daniel xii. 2,”" below,
page 168.
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forth, but one of an eclectic character, “many from
amongst the sleepers.” Just soin Rev. xx., after “the
first resurrection ” has been mentioned, we are told, « the
rest of the dead lived not again until the thousand years
were finished.” It is at the coming of the Lord Jesus
that Israel is delivered; it is then that the first resur-
rection also takes place. Just in the same manner do
we read of a resurrection in Isa. xxvi. 19, in connection
with the Lord coming out of his place to punish the
inhabitants of the earth for their iniquity: “ Thy dead
men shall live; they shall arise my dead body.” [Such
are the words literally. Identified with Christ as being
his members.] “ Awake and sing ye that dwell in dust :
for thy dew is as the dew of herbs, and the earth shall
cast out the dead.” To that day belongs the statement
of the same continuous prophecy :—“He shall cause
them that come of Jacob to take root: Israel shall
blossom and bud, and fill the face of the world with
fruit” (chapter xxvii. 6).

Is anything stated as the result of this resurrection
to eternal life? Verse 3: “ And they that be wise [the
Maskilim] shall shine as the brightness of the firma-
ment; and they that turn many to righteousness as the
stars for ever and ever.” Here, then, they are described
by symbols of heavenly glory. And here are again the
understanding ones, the Maskilim of chapter xi. 33,
35 :—we last saw them worn out by the power of the
antichrist, but now they have their portion in the day
of blessing. The same vision tells us thus how they at
length are vindicated of God.

After a word addressed to Daniel as to the use to be
made of this vision at “ the time of the end,” the direct
statement made to him ceases:—he then sees two others
besides the angel, and hears she communication which
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passes between them :—How long shall it be to the end
of these wonders ?” “ And I heard the man clothed in
linen, which was upon the waters of the river, when he
held up his right hand and his left hand unto heaven,
and sware by Him that liveth for ever, that it shall be
for a time, times, and a half ; and when he shall have
accomplished to scatter the power of the holy people, all
these things shall be finished.” Here there is the same
period spoken of as in chapter vii. ;—the three years and
a half of the blasphemous rule of antichrist as Satan’
vicegerent ; when all God’s purposes of chastening Israel
shall have been accomplished, this period ends: “ 1t shall
come to pass that when the Lord hath performed his
whole work upon Mount Zion and on Jerusalem, I will
punish the stout heart of the king of Assyria, and the
glory of his high looks” (Isa. x. 12).

There was doubt upon the mind of Daniel as to what
he now heard : his mind was intent upon what should
come after,—upon what had been spoken of in the end
of verse 1, and verses 2 and 3: “And I heard, but I
understood not; then said I, O my Lord, what shall be
in the end of these things? And he said, Go thy way,
Daniel ; for the words are closed up and sealed till the
time of the end ":—This is to be taken in connection
with verse 4 : “ But thou, Daniel, shut up the words, and
seal the book, even to the time of the end: many shall
run to and fro” [perhaps, “scrutinise (the book) from
end to end”], “and THE knowledge (thereof) shall be
increased.” In order rightly to apprehend these two
statements, we must go on with another portion of the
last declaration to the prophet :—verse 10, “ Many shall
be purified, and made white, and tried ” [as had been said
in chapter xi. 35]; “but the wicked shall do wickedly;
and none of the wicked shall understand ; but the wise

M
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[the Maskilim] shall understand.” Thus we see that the
shutting and sealing do not imply that none shall under-
stand or use this prophecy; for, on the contrary, the Mas-
kilim shall understand :—we have seen them in their place
of testimony (chapter xi. 33), of suffering (verse 35),
received into their celestial glory (chapter xii. 3), and
now we find them mentioned as those who are to under-
stand and to use this book. Let this be taken in con-
nection with what our Lord says in Mat. xxiv., “ When
ye see the abomination of desolation, spoken of by Daniel
the prophet, stand in the holy place, whoso readeth let
liim understand” ;—let him be one of these Maskilim, who
know the truth of God, and are allowed to stand in the
closing scenes in such an honoured place. If sealing
means in these places a withholding of the knowledge
of what these things are, then it is well to observe that
with such a seal the Church is not concerned, for the word
of Christ has authoritatively taken it away :—“ Whoso
readeth let him understand.” The truth of God is in the
hands of men, written in his holy word, and yet without
the heart possessed of that spiritual understanding which
is according to God, what does it avail them ?—“none of
the wicked shall understand.” There is such a thing as
the detail of truth being held apart from God,—it is,
therefore, powerless :—this is not understanding. But
the wise-hearted have to know the truth of God, to hold
it as the truth of God, and He will make it their safe-
guard in the hour of need. These prophecies of Daniel,
and the predictions of Christ in Mat. xxiv., will be used
in the day of the setting of the abomination of desola-
tion in the holy place. The Church ought, therefore,
to know what these things are, in order to stand pre-
pared, and not find these things taking her by surprisc.

Verse 11: “ And from the time that the daily sacrifice
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shall be taken away, and the abomination that maketh
desolate set up [see chapter xi. 31], there shall be a
thousand two hundred and ninety days.” Verse 12;
« Blessed is he that waiteth, and cometh to the thousand
three hundred and five and thirty days.” Here are two
periods which have not been previously mentioned. One
thousand two hundred and ninety days run on a month
beyond the time, times, and a half; the other period
with the conclusion of which a blessing is connected, is
yet forty-five days more. With regard to these periods
a few considerations only can be suggested :—we must
bear in mind that the deliverance of the Jews from
their oppressors is effected by the Lord at His coming;
but after that, their being set in blessing as His people,
is not an instantaneous result: He deals first with their
consciences: they see Him whom they pierced; they
mourn for Him, and this appears to be not a very brief
time of humiliation and sorrow; it issues, however, in
their knowing the value of the vicarious sufferings of
Messiah. But there are other things also to be done;
the outcasts of Israel must be gathered, and not till
then can the united blessing take place. It is notim-
probable that these two periods may relate to the stages
of the Lord’s actings,—the ouc thousand three hundrcd
and thirty-five days bringing in the united blessing.
Verse 13: “ But go thou thy way till the end be; for
thou shalt rest, and stand in thy lot at the end of the
days.” These words close the book; the communica-
tion of God to the prophet is completed, and whatever
further inquiries he might have made, they are thus
prevented. But his soul is pointed onward as regards
himself, even as he had been before with regard to his
people. To know of the full blessing of his people had
been the desire of his heart, in those things which intro-
M2
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duce the vision in chapter ix., as well as this; and these
desires had been responded to by God in that way which
He saw to be the most profitable : “ the end” was a point
of time to be waited for, both as to THEIR blessing and
the fulness of %és personally. Daniel was to rest, to lie
in his grave amidst the other sleepers of the dust of the
earth; but in the end of the days he should stand in his
lot, even that lot of which he had been before instructed,
in the heavenly glory of those who rise to eternal life.

The saints of old died after having obtained a good
report through faith, not having received the promise.
In this consummation they are to be associated with
others, even us, saved by the same grace, and made
members of one body. They received not the promise,
that they without us should not be made perfect: God
has provided better for us than if the consummation had
been otherwise.

Thus was he instructed as to “ patience of hope ” with
regard to his people and himself:— this is a lesson which
we too have to learn; we have to wait for the coming
day, and we are warned of intervening darkness, but
this is not to cause hope to wax dim in our souls:—we
have far more instruction as to these things vouchsafed
to us than Daniel had, and the hopes are presented to us
more vividly. Well, then, may we wait till the end be,
knowing that whether among the dead in Christ, or
those who are alive and remain till his coming, we shall
stand in our lot at the end of the days:—till then Jesus
is with his people, though unseen, according to his word,
“ Lo, I am with you all the days, even to the end of the
age.” Then, we shall see Him as He is, we shall bear
His image, our vile body being fashioned like unto His
glorious body, and instead of His guidance through the
wilderness, we shall ever be with Him and all His de-
parted saints in the heavenly city.



NOTE ON THE RENDERING OF AND
CONNECTION OF DANIEL XII 2.

1 Do not doubt that the right translation of this verse is
what has been given above: “ And many from among
the sleepers of the dust of the earth shall awake ; these
shall be unto everlasting life ; but those {the rest of the
sleepers, those who do not awake at this time] shall be
unto shame and everlasting contempt.” The word which
in our Authorised version is twice rendered “some,” is
never repeated in any other passage in the Hebrew
Bible, in the sense of taking up distributively any
general class which had been previously mentioned ;
this is enough, I believe, to warrant our applying its first
occurrence here to the whole of the many who awake,
and the second to the mass of the sleepers, those who do
not awake at this time. It is clearly not a general re-
surrection ; it is “many from among”; and it is only
by taking the words in this sense, that we gain any in-
formation as to what becomes of those who continue to
sleep in the dust of the earth.*

This passage has been understood by the Jewish com
mentators in the sense that I have stated. Of course
these men with the vail on their hearts are no guides as
to the use of the Old Testament; but they are helps as
to the grammatical and lexicographical value of sentences
and words. Two of the Rabbis who commented on this
prophet were, Saadiah Haggaon (in the tenth century
of our era), and Aben Ezra (in the twelfth); the latter

® This translation is given as undoubtedly correct in Gerard Kerkher-
dere’s *‘ Prodromus Danielicus.”
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of these was a writer of peculiar abilities and accuracy
of mind. He explains the verse in the following
manner :

“ And many :] The Gaon [i.e. R. Saadiah, whom he
often quotes] says, that its interpretation is, #hose who
shall awcake shall be unto everlasting life, and those who shall
not awake shall be unto shame unto everlasting contempt ;
just like, ‘and they shall be a contempt’ [Isa. 1xvi. 26,
where the English version has an abhorring], and the
word is the same, and its interpretation is shame [the
word, which, in the plural, preceded in Dan. xii. 2]. And
the Gaon says, that “many’ are [here] the few [or the
lesser number]; just like, ‘and many brought gifts’ (2
Chron. xxxii. 23) ; and ‘many of the people of the land
became Jews ' (Est. viii. 17) ; and ‘ many will entreat the
favour of a prince’ (Prov. xix. 6). And the sense, ac-
cording to my judgment, is, that the righteous, who died
in the captivities, shall live at the coming of the Re-
deemer, because of them it is written, ‘as the days of a
tree are the days of my people’ (Isa. Ixv.22). And then
shall they feast on Leviathan, and on Ziz [a fabulous
bird), and on Behemoth. And they shall die a second
time, and they shall live in the resurrection of the dead,
when they are in the world to come, where they shall
neither eat nor drink, but shall be lightened with the
brightness of the Shechinah; and he said that thus is
the interpretation of ‘and thou shalt rest, and stand
in thy lot at the end of the days,’ with which the book
concludes.”

These, then, are the sentiments of Aben Ezra, in which
he connects his own opinions with those of R. Saadiah.
As to the rendering of the words, he is an authority in
favour of the translation which I have given: his gram-
matical explanation of the force of words is by no means
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affected by his Jewish exposition. Although he applies
the first resurrection to Israel only, and gives it a
thoroughly carnal character, yet he distinctly recognises
a first and second resurrection ; although his doctrine as
to this is directly contradictory to that of our Lord and
his apostles ;—so much so, as to make it probable that
the same notions had been current among the Pharisees
even in our Lord’s days. Aben Ezra says that the dead
of Israel who shall rise, shall die again, and rise again
at the general resurrection. Our Lord says, “They
which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world
and the resurrection from the dead, neither marry nor
are given in marriage; neither can they die any more ; for
they are equal unto the angels; and are the children of
‘God, being the children of the resurrection” (Luke xx.
35, 36). “1It is raised in incorruption.” * It is raised a
spiritual body.” “This corruptible must put on incor-
ruption, and this mortal must put on immortality ” (1
Cor. xv.). “Blessed and holy is he that hath part in
the first resurrection; on such the second death shall
have no power ” (Rev. xx.). These are the truths which
‘God has vouchsafed that we should know ; but still in
all their ignorance, the Jewish teachers did hold two
resurrections, one of the just, whom they confined to
Israel, and the other, the only one in which the unjust
should rise at all. To suppose that “everlasting life”
was as limited as the “ days of a tree,” was a proof of but
little apprehension of the exactitude of Scripture. It
is marvellous, with the words of Scripture before them,
mentioning “ everlasting life,” they could have thought
that the participants in the first resurrection could die
again: had they known Christ’s resurrection they could
not have thus erred.

It may seem hardly needful to make a remark on the
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opinion, that passages such as this relate only to tem-
poral deliverance, or something of the kind. “Sleepers.
in the dust of the earth” is a fitting designation of
those who sleep the sleep of death, whose bodies are re-
turned to dust of the ground. If such words were
used to denote persons suffering from oppression, and
thoroughly degraded, it could only be by a figure taken
from the appearance and condition of the dead. But if
such a figure were supposed, what would be the import.
of the “everlasting life” to which the sleepers awake ?
Could there be such a thing as earthly, temporal, de-
liverance to cverlasting life? This alone shows the im-
possibility of thus limiting the meaning of the passage.
But, besides this distinet point, it may well be asked,
if the language of this verse be not declaratory of a re-
surrection of the dead, actual and literal, is there any
passage of Scripture at all which speaks of such a thing
as a reswirection 2 Where, at least, can it be found in
the Old Testament ? And yet we know that it is taught
there ; else how could our Lord have reproved the Sad-
ducees for their ignorance of the Seriptures 2 * That the

* «We know from other parts of Scripture, that a1l the righteous dead wilb
then awake to life—* L1rE" and not ‘awake’ being the word which implies
the possession and exercise of the power of resurrection-being. The so_uls
of the departed saints, whilst in a disembodied state, although in Paradise,
and perfectly conscious of their blessing, are not in the exercise of the func-
tions of life—those functions requiring the precence of the body. Hence,
our Lord in his reply to the Sadducees, who denied the resurrection of the
Lody, proves it by saying, that, if there were no resurrection, God would
not be called the God of Abrabam ; for that He is not the God of the dead,
but of the living. The souZ of Abraham is now consciously receiving bles-
sings from God ;—but Abrabam will not be able to live unto God, until he
agaln receives his body, and in this sense is still regarded as d‘eﬂ{l; not as
living. 8o, also, the departed wicked are not represented in Scripture as
living, although their souls exist in torment. Hence, it is said, ‘ the rest
of the dead lived not’ (otx ¢{noav) until the thoueand years were finished,
—<live’ being here used, not in the sense of ‘exist,’ but as denoting the
exercise of the functions of life. Man, therefore, is not said to live, i.c.1n
the sense of exercising the functions of life, eitber when he is dlsposse’s,sed.
of his body, or when, having his body, he is placed in the sccond death.”’ —
“ Prospects of the Ten Kingdoms.” - By B. W. Newton: pp. 170, 171.
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Old Testament, as well as the New, does teach the re-
surrection of the dead, is evident to every one who
simply receives the words of Scripture according to their
force. Had not the Jews learned this doctrine from
God’s written Revelation, how could they have known it
at all? Even the Samaritans, who have only the Penta-
teuch as of divine authority, believe in the resurrection ;
and they prove it from Deut. xxxii. 39, “I kill, and I
make alive”; this is to them a sufficient warrant for be-
lieving that God will raise the dead.

But when we proceed further, and examine the writ-
ings of the prophets, we find statements sufficiently
explicit; in which, however, it seems as if a well-known
truth were mentioned. And this doctrine of resurrection
presents to us a point of connection between our hopes
and those of Daniel’s people. Just as their restoration
and blessing shall tell of the grace and redemption of
Jesus their Messiah, so shall our resurrection and hea-
venly glory speak of the efficacy of all that has been
wrought by the same Saviour. They will see “the
Church of the first-born ” entering into Aeavenly blessing,
while they receive that which is earthly : but even then
the heavenly things will tell them of the hopes before
them. If it is as “children of God” that the Church re-
ceives its higher blessings, it shall then be true of Israel
that they too are children; they shall call God Fatker,
and no more turn away from Him: to them pertaineth
the adoption. If the sharers in the first resurrection
receive their heavenly portion as Aeirs, then the sanie
inheritance is that which redeemed Israel may expect
for they are then made children, and the revealed state-
ment is ever true in divine things,—“if children, then
heirs.”’

The Spirit of God leads our minds, in Seripture, to
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connect our resurrection with Israel’s blessing. Thus,
in the chapter of resurrection, we read, “ when this cor-
ruptible shall have put on incorruption, and this mortal
shall have put on immortality, then shall be brought to
pass the saying that is written, Death is swallowed up
in victory.” Thus, the resurrection of those who are
¢ Christ’s at his coming,” is authoritatively declared to be
at the same epoch as the fulfilment of an Old Testament
promise. If we turn to Isa. xxv., the place where this
“saying” is “ written,” we find that it is in the midst of
a description of the restored blessing of Israel in earthly
things, that the promise is introduced which is a point
of hope to our souls.

The first resurrection only is spoken of in 1 Cor. xv.:
the saved, and no others, are mentioned : the order of the
resurrection is told us in verses 23, 24 : 1st, “ Christ the
first-fruits”’: 2nd, “afterwards they that are Christ’s at
his coming ” (all the family of faith): 3rd, “ Then cometh
the end ”: the time of the general resurrection. “ Then”
is not here, as in verse 54, equivalent to “at that time,”
but wholly a different word, indicating successional order;
the rest of the dead live not till the close of Christ’s mil-
lennial reign.
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NOTE ON THE INTERPRETATION OF THE
FORMER PART OF DANIEL XI.
BY PAST HISTORY.

THERE are four schemes of interpretation of Daniel xi.—

First: That which regards the whole chapter as
belonging to the successors of Alexander, in Syria
and Egypt, on to the end of the reign of Antiochus
Epiphanes.

Second : That which applies the predictions on to
verse 20 to the Seleucide and Ptolemies, and which
there supposes a trajection to be made to the closing
events of Israel's history, and the reign of the personal
antichrist.

Third : An interpretation which looks at the history
of Alexander’s successors as being here given, up to and
including the reign of Antiochus, to whom it applies
verses 21—32. It then supposes a break to exist in
verse 33, and then in verse 36 brings in the antichrist.

Fourth : The explanation which I have given in the
preceding pages, supposing that from verse 21 to the
end is the history of one person, and that verses 5—20
relate to the condition of the kingdoms of Syria and
Egypt prior to his rise ; so that there would be the long
break or interval between verses 4 and 3.

I need not speak further in explanation of this view
than I have already done in the preceding pages, except
in connection with the other schemes of interpretation.
If the chapter be so joined together as I have sought to
show, then no alleged past accomplishment need detain
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our minds from looking onwards, and no testimony of
past history ought to hinder us from so doing.

I have already remarked on the especial importance
of seeing the application of the latter part of the vision ;.
and this the reader will observe is similarly maintained
in all except the first of the four schemes of interpreta-
tion to which I have referred. In maintaining this,
however, we ought not to overlook what the Secripture
makes the application of all the parts of the vision.

The third of the schemes of interpretation to which I
have referred above, is stated in Mr. Newton’s “ Prospects.
of the Ten Kingdoms,”* 2nd Ed. pp. 230, etc. In the
general application of the prophecies of Daniel, he agrees
with the explanations which I have given ; and so, too, as
to the 7ssue of this vision our conclusions accord : he, how-
ever, applies verses 21—32 to the actings of Antiochus
Epiphanes against the Jews and Jerusalem, and of course
he considers the previous part of this chapter as accom-
plished in the early Syrian and Egyptian monarchs. He
considers it to be impossible to suppose that prophecy
does not mention Antiochus Epiphanes, who so wonder-
fully foreshadowed the antichrist. Farther than this I do
notgo : I believe that Antiochus prefigured the antichrist,
and that this alone leads to terms and expressions being
used in this chapter which are capable of application to
the former. Mr. Newton considers that in this chapter
it cannot be the antichrist who sets this abomination of
desolation, because it is here set by a king who returns
from an unsuccessful expedition against Egypt, instead
of being the work of one who stands in plenitude of
power. I do not think that this objection is conclusive ;

* <« Prospects of the Ten Kingdoms of the Roman Empire considered ;
being the Third Series of Aids to Prophetic Inquiry.”” 2nd Edition.
By B. W. Newton. Houlston and Sons.
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indeed, I should apply the remark in another way; it
shows, I think, that the early actings of the antichrist
are nof characterised by that resistless power which they
afterwards display. It is unquestioned that, from 1803
to 1812, Napoleon was paramount amongst the sove-
reigns of continental Europe; and yet this same man
had been checked in his career of conquest in Syria
before the walls of Acre. Butin Daniel xi. the king
described seems only to recoil in order to strike a more
destructive blow. As to the objection that this “ vile
person” is king of the north, and therefore not the king
who in the latter part of the chapter fights against the
king of the north (verse 40), it does not appear to me to
be valid : herises iz the northern kingdom, but I should
use verse 40 as showing that he is not the successional
monarch of Syria.¥ Whether the events from verses 31
to 45 are too many to be included in the 1260 days of
antichrist’s wunkindered power, may best be judged, I be-
lieve, from the other accounts which Secripture gives of
that time : I cannot see that these verses would occasion
greater difficulty than many other descriptions of that
period. The special hindrance to my regarding this
scheme as tenable, is found in the mention of the abomi-
nation of desolation, to which, in the same vision, reference
is made in chapter xii. I cannot suppose the one to be
past, and the other to be future.

The second scheme of interpretation is that which was

* However I do not aceord with the hypothesis that the fu/filment of the
former part of Dan. xi. is to be sought in the history of the Ptolemics and
Seleucide, yet we may rightly, I believe, see in the history of those kings
the same %ind of a condition of things as is here foretold. We know that in
the Syrian kingdom there were repeatedly found new monarchs who arose,
who might be spoken of just in the same manner as the king who rises in
verse 21. There was again and again a reigning king of the north in pos-
scssion of Antioch, and another king obtaining and exercising sovercign
power at Ptolemais (Acre), or elsewhere, within the limits of the northern
kingdom.
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approved by some of the writers of the early Church,
and by many, I believe, of those in later times who re-
tained the early opinion of a personal antichrist. It will
be worth while to enter into the detail of this interpreta-
tion, which, to the end of verse 20, belongs equally to
the third scheme also.

In opposing the Revelation of God in the Scripture,
Porphyry attacked the authenticity of the book of
Daniel, which was (he said) written after the events of
the Maccabean period. He was therefore anxious to
show, that from verse 21 to the end was a Aistory of
Antiochus Epiphanes; and that the preceding verses
were equally a Aistory of his predecessors. The former
part of the chapter was admitted by Jerome to be a
prophecy of the predecessors of Antiochus; the latter
part (verse 21 to end) he denied to relate to Antiochus
(however in parts it might resemble him), believing it
to belong to the antichrist. It will be well to go through
the former part of the chapter, following Jerome’s re-
marks on Porphyry, and adding the dates as they stand
in the tables of Petavius and Dean Prideaux. This will
show the selected portions of history to which the pro-
phecy has been applied.

After the four kings which should rise in Persia (verse
2), there is an interval of 146 years, from the expedition
of Xerxes, B.c. 480, to the invasion of Persia by Alex-
ander, B.C. 334; this interval or break is clear and mani-
fest on any of the schemes of interpretation.*

Jerome understands the four parts of Alexander’s
empire to be those which existed for a short period before

* It is scarcely ncedful to mention that some early writers, in utter igno-
rance of chronology and history, interpreted the fourth king to be Darius,
the son of Hystaspes, whom they identified with the last Darius, a century

and a half later. This impossible scheme, of course, excludes a break in
this part of the chapter.
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the battle of Ipsus, in B.c. 301,* when Antigonus Ppos-
sessed a large portion of Alexander’s dominions, which
he /ere explains to be the kingdom of the north : farther
on in the chapter he interprets the kingdom of the north
to be that of Seleucus.

In verse 5, Jerome understands the strong king of the
south to be Ptolemy, the son of Lagus, the first of Alex-
ander’s successors who ruled over Egypt. The strong
one of his princes he explains to be, not a sovereign of
another country, but his son and successor, Ptolemy Phi-
ladelphus, who reigned from B.c. 285 to 247. In verse 6,
he regards the vision to relate to the endeavour made to
form a federation confirmed by marriage between this
king Ptolemy Philadelphus, and Antiochus Theos, the
third king of Syria, to whom the former gave his
daughter in marriage, requiring him to repudiate his
former wife Laodice: these events occurred B.C. 248.+

Verses 7 and 8 were understood by Jerome to apply
to Ptolemy Euergetes, who reigned B.Cc. 247 to 221, and
who made a successful expedition against the kingdom
of Syria, to revenge the murder of his sister Berenice.

* T regard the division which resulted from that battle as being clearly
the fourfold distribution of territory intended; for then, and not till theo,
was there o precise division into four parts, all of which were ruled over by
eome of Alexander’s geanerals,—indeed, by the only four then surviving.

1 There is a difficulty in this intexpretation as to the words, “and he
that begat her,” for we cannot apply the prediction historically to her

father. The word, as it stands in the present Hebrew text Hj’?’-j! (the
article placed usually before & noun with suffix), clearly admits of no other

rendering. The margin of our English tramslation has, ‘‘he whom she
brought forth”’—a rendering which seems to have been adopted to fit the
prophecy to the history, as if the Hebrew had been m}m, Ia Theodo-
tion’s translation of Daniel (commonly printed as the LXX.) xai i} vearic
is the rendering given : in the real LXX. of Daniel nothiag can be defined
as to this word. The Vulgate has adolescentes ¢jus; and in Jerome’s Com-
mentary, the rendering is juvenes ¢jus; the rendering of the Syrias is
adolescentul@ ejus. All this seems to show that some difficulty was felt as
to this word ; while at the same time we find no wnited testimony to up-
hold any different reading from that of the prescnt IIebrew text.
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This therefore supposes the “ king of the north” to be a
different person from the sovereign so designated in
verse 6:* for Antiochus Theos was poisoned by Laodice,
after a reign of fifteen years, B.c. 247. He therefore
makes the king of the north in these verses to be Seleu-
cus Callinicus (the successor of Antiochus Theos), who
reigned till B.c. 227, and against whom the wvictorious
war of Ptolemy Euergetes was directed.

Jerome applies verse 10 to the actings of Seleucus
Ceraunus and Antiochus the Great, the sons of Seleucus
Callinicus : the former of these reigned from B.c. 227 to
224, when the latter succeeded him for thirty-six years.
He says that “ after the flight and death of Seleucus
Callinicus, his two sons, . . . stirred up with the hope of
victory, and of avenging their father, waged war with
Ptolemy Philopator.”+ This Egyptian king, however,
did not reign at the same time as Seleucus Callinicus ;
for his rule (B.c. 221 to 204) began in the second year
of his successor Antiochus the Great. The following
verses are of course applied to the actings of the same
Antiochus, and to his wars with the kings of Egypt—
Ptolemy Philopator, and his successor Ptolemy Epipha-
nes (204—180), to whom he gave his daughter Cleopatra
in marriage,—an event which Jerome considered to be

* This is a conclusion to which I should bave thought the words of the

prophecy would not bave led; I should bave considered the identity as
very obvious.

t This application of the prophecy appears to blend together events
which were twenty yeers apart. Thke flight of Seleucus Callinicus refers
apparently to his defeat by Ptolemy Euergetes, while his deat/ took place
in captivity amongst the Parthinns : his two sonshad no occasion to carry on
a war of revenge against Egypt, with which their father had long been at
peace. Inm fact, the expedition of Seleucus Ceraunus was against the king
of Pergamus, during which he was treasonably poisoned. On the accession
of Ptolemy Philopator, Antiochus the Great set himself to recover all the
parts of Syria which were in the hands of the Egyptian kings, who had
held some places (as Seleucia near the mouth of the Orontes) for twenty-
seven years.



THEORY OF JEROME. 177

foretold in verse 17. This interpretation makes the
check which this king of the north received (verse 18)
to be the rout of Antiochus by the Roman forces, B.C.
190,—an event which brought the Romans into connec-
tion with Asia, and which permanently placed the
Syrian kingdom in a subordinate condition.

Verse 20 is applied by Jerome to Seleucus Philopator,
who reigned B.c. 187 to 176, “ who did nothing worthy
of the empire of Syria and of his father, and died inglo-
riously without any wars.” He adds that Porphyry will
not admit that Seleucus is intended in this place, but
Ptolemy Epiphanes, who formed designs against Seleu-
cus, and was cut off by poison.* He asks how this Pto-
lemy could be here introduced after Antiochus the Great.
He also says that the Jews applied this verse to a cer-
tain Trypho.+

Verse 21 brings us to the point at which Jerome’s
scheme of interpretation diverges from the firs¢ and the
third of those which I have mentioned. He considers
that from this point to the end of the chapter we have
the prophetic history of one person, who was then future,
and is so yet. Here, then, he supposes the great break
or interval of the vision; for he rightly saw that in the
beginning of the next chapter a resurrection is plainly
spoken of as contemporaneous with the destruction of a
king whom he considered to be the same as the “vile
person” introduced in this verse. He says, “ Thus far
. * The difficulties which lie in the way of applying this prophecy concern-
g ¢“a raiser of taxes’ to Seleucus Philopator are considerable: he is
destroyed, it is said, ‘¢ within few days,” and yet his reign continued for
eleven years, as long a time as that of Antiochus Epiphanes himself. To
make this suit, resort has been had Ly some to the *‘year-day system,” and
thus ‘‘within few days’’ has been taken as equivalent to ¢ within few
years.””  The authors of the ¢ Universal Bistory’’ had their minds so im-

bued with the ides, as though it were a plain and simple fact, that they
quote this verse “ within fow years.”

t Who lived, however, after the time of Antiochus Epiphanes.
N
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the order of history is followed, and there is no conten-
tion between Porphyry and us.* As to the other things
to the end of the book, e interprets them of the person
of Antiochus surnamed Epiphanes, the brother of Seleu-
cus, the son of Antiochus the Great, who reigned eleven
vears in Syria after Seleucus, and took possession of
Judsa, under whose reign took place the persecution of
the Law of God and the wars of the Maccabees. But we
consider that all these things are prophesied of antichrist,
who is to come in the last time. And when it is objected,
why the prophetic discourse should omit so many per-
sons from Seleucus to the end of the world, the answer
is, that also in the former history, which spoke of the
kings of Persia, four only of the kings after Cyrus are
mentioned, and many are passed over ; so that Alexander
king of the Macedonians is suddenly introduced, and
that this is the custom of Holy Scripture, not to narrate
everything, but to set forth those things which seem to
be of the greater moment.” He then speaks of the fol-
lowing part of the chapter, as being applicable to Antio-
chus, merely as a #ype of antichrist. It seems to me that
his solution of the difficulty is not very satisfactory; for
the deeds of Antiochus were of more consequence to the
Jews than the wars of his predecessors. A better answer
on this scheme would have been to say, that the affairs of
the Syrian kingdom are treated of until the fourth
monarchy appears on the scene, and that Zhen there is a.
trajection to future ages.

It will be observed that, in Jerome’s interpretation,
events are selecfed at intervals, in the history of Syria
and Egypt, to which to apply the predictions: thus, the
first definite event assumed belongs to the year B.c. 248

* This statement gocs rather too far: Porphyry and Jerome are mot in
accordance as to the meaning of verse 20.
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or about seventy-five years after Alexander’s death ;*
there are also points of difficulty as to the persons to
whom the parts of the prediction are applied; so that it
is not strictly correct to say that this prophecy gives (on
Jerome’s scheme) a continuous history, nor yet that the
succession of kings is distinctly denoted in the vision in
accordance with the history to which it is applied.

This ought to be borne in mind; for the testimony
said to be drawn from past history is a selection of
individual events taken from the circumstances of the
kingdoms of Syria and Egypt, and put together in the
supposition that they meet the terms of the, prophecy.
The idea that this application was correct was probably
very ancient, commencing at the time when the Jews
thought Antiochus Epiphanes to be the subject of all the
latter part of the chapter. I am not, however, aware
that any one drew this out into a definite scheme before
Porphyry, and he did it for a purpose. Jerome did not
object to this, and he seems, up to verse 21, to have ac-
cepted Porphyry’s statements of the historic facts.t

From verse 21, Jerome compares the statements of
Porphyry with the vision and with the facts of history,
—vindicating, as he goes on, the application of the
prophecy in its strict sense to antichrist solely. “ We will
follow the order of exposition, and briefly note according

. * This is just where I believe the interval or hiatus actually to be,—-
1mmediately after the mention of the fourfold division.

_1 Although, as previous remarks and notes have shown, there are many
discrepancies between the terms of the prophecy and the facts as alleged.
Other facts appear to vest solely on Porphyry's assertion, grounded on what
he found in the prophecy. Just so it is a simple frct, that many of the
things which Rollin and similar writers bring forward as minuto accom-
plishments of prophecy, are points only gathered from the prophecy itself,
without their being known from any independent evidence, and therefore
all turns on the accuracy with which the prophecies have been understood
as to their application and meaning. If this application be rightly knowmn,
then we may confidently refer to the prophecy for details which it may
state, whether Aistory has trensmitted such particulars or not.

N 2
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to each explanation, what our adversaries think, and
what is our opinion.” Then, after showing how
Porphyry applied verses 22 and 23 to the actings of
Antiochus against Ptolemy Philometer (B.c. 180 to 146),
he says, “ But our people interpret both better and more
rightly, that in the end of the world antichrist will do
these things,” etc.

On verse 27, he says, “ There is no doubt that Antio-
chus did make peace with Ptolemy, and that he feasted
with him, and that he devised frauds against him, and
that he gained nothing by it; because he could not
obtain his kingdom, and was driven out by the soldiers
of Ptolemy. Since the Scripture now says that there
are two kings whose hearts shall be fraudulent, so that
they shall devise evil one against another, this according
to the history cannot be demonstrated to be true; for Ptolemy
was of tender age, and was deceived by the fraud of
Antiochus ;—what evil, then, could he devise against
him ?” He continues, verse by verse, to show how the
terms are applicable, in a measure, to Antiochus, but only
as a type of antichrist. He also mentions occasionally
the opinions of the Jews about the prophecy : thus, in
verse 34, “ they shall be holpen with a little help,” he
says that some of the Jews understood the expression of
Severus and Antoninus [Caracalla], others of Julian. On
verse 36, he says, “ From this place the Jews consider
that antichrist* is spoken of ; that after the little aid of

* Some may ask, ‘ But what can Jews know about antickrist 2”  Many
Jewish writers both in early and in later times, speak of Armillus DYPDI
—called also DJN?Y.D‘.IB_G Armillaus, and DJJEJTQ‘}S Armelgus) as one who shall
be specially raised up by Satan’s power, just before the coming of Messiab,
the Son of David. Of ‘this Armillus they say many wonderful things, in
part borrowed from their own Secriptures, and in part (as seems evident to
me) from the book of Revelation. They ascribe to him miraculous powers,
and speak of his blasphemies and persecutions, and they say that his end
will be destruction by the breath of the lips of the Messinh, according to Iea.
xi. 4.—(Vide Buxtorf, Lex. Rab. in voc.)
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Julian, & king should arise who would do according to
his own will,” etc. Porphyry, however, still supposed
Antiochus to be the subject, on to the end of the chap-
ter, where Jerome says that he indulges in dreams about
this king.

Such 1s the second of the schemes of interpretation,
according to Jerome’s outline. There are points of
historic discrepancy which would prevent my receiving
it on to verse 20 ; where, also, I fail to find that dis-
tinct break or interval which musé exist there on this
scheme. This system of explanation, however, so far
accords with what I believe to be true, in recognising
that from verse 21, to the end, is the history of one
person, who makes three invasions of Egypt, and that
the abomination of desolation in this chapter is identi-
cal with that to which our Lord refers in Mat. xxiv. As
to this system, I have only to add, that ¢f I saw that the
earlier portion of this prophecy did really belong to the
past period, then all supposed discrepancies of every
sort must be charged upon history, and upon that
only.*

The opinion of the Jews (mentioned by Jerome) that

* Wo really know very little about the minute points of history, brought
forward as the fulfilments, except from Jerome’s account of what Porphyry
had written. Of the sources from which Porphyry drew, Dean Drideaux
says, ‘“He made use of the best Greek historians extant. Such were
Callinicus Sutorius, Diodorus Siculus, Hieronymus, Polyhius, Posidonius,
Claudius Theon, and Andronicus Alypius, ond from them made evident
proof, that all that is written in the eleventh chapter of Daniel was truly,
in every particular, acted and done in the order as there related.” .... .
‘“‘Jerome in his comments on Daniel makes use of the same authors that
Porphyry did; and what is in these comments are all the remains which
we now have of the work of that learned heathen, or of most of those authors
which he made use of in it ; for this whole work of Porphyry is now lost,
as also are most of the histories above mentioned, which he quotes in it; and
thehistories of Callinicus Sutorius, Hieronymus, Posidonius, Claudius Theon,
ond Andronicus Alypius, are wholly perished, as is also the greatest part ot
Polybius and Diodorus Siculus. Had we all these extant, we might from
them be enabled to make & much clearer and fuller explication of these

prophecies, especially from Callinicus Sutorius, who lived in the t'{l.uc of
Antoninus Pius.’ . ., ., ““There being ut present no otber rewnins of those
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verse 36 introduces the antichrist, coincides with the
third scheme of interpretation which I have named. It
appears to have originated with the belief that the act-
ings of Antiochus Epiphanes were the subject of the
middle part of the chapter, connected with the distinct
apprehension that the vision takes up the destruction of
an adversary at the time of the deliverance of the Jews
and the resurrection of the just.

The idea that the past history of Alexander’s succes-
sors is the subject of this chapter, first appears, I believe,
in the first book of Maccabees (in itself a useful and in-
teresting piece of history). The writer knew what had
Jjust befallen his nation in the reign of Antiochus Epi-
phanes ; he knew, too, what Daniel had predicted, and
he thought, naturally enough, that the one was the ful-
filment of the other. He applied (see 1 Mac. i. 54) the
prediction of Daniel, relative to the “abomination of
desolation,” to the idol which Antiochus had set up. He
applied the Psalms, which speak of the Jews in their
latter-day trouble, to that time (compare 1 Mac. vii. 17,
with Psalm lxxix. 3), and seemed to think that, after

ancient historians (except Polybius and Diodorus Siculus) but what we have
in Jerome's comments on Daniel, and his proem to them.”’—(‘¢ Connection
of the History of the Old and New Testaments’’; Part 11., .book 1.,
ad fin.; vol. 11., pp. 161, 162, ed. 1724, fol.)

Thus, we are really limited as to our knowledge of minute points to that
which Porphyry gives as the testimony of historians, and which Jerome
relates as following Porphyry. Dean Prideaux, after stating the point of
divergence between Jerome and Porphyry, and the manner in which the
former applied from verse 21 to the end to antichrist, gives his own opinion
thus : —

¢ The truth of the matter seems to he thie, that as much of these pro-
phecies as relate to the wars of the king of the north and the king of the
south (that is the king of Syria end the king of Egypt), was wholly and
ultimately fulfilled in those wars. But as much of these prophecies as
related to the profanation and persecution which Antiochus Epiphanes
brought upon the Jewish Church, was all typically fulfilled in them ; but
they were to have their ultimate and thorough completion omly in those
profanations and persecutions which antichrist was to bring upon the
Church of Cbrist io aftertimes.”
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the destruction of Antiochus, the promises of blessing
would be accomplished. He seems, in chap. ix. 27, to
take up the words of Dan. xii. 1, as to a time of un-
equalled tribulation. If it were taken as a fixed point
that the pollution of the temple, by Antiochus, is truly
the “ abomination of desolation spoken of by Daniel the
prophet,” then, of course, the former part of the chapter
would belong to what immediately preceded his reign.

The strongest ground (as I have said) for preventing
me from adopting the ¢kird scheme of interpretation, is
that which relates to “the abomination of desolation.”
This form of distinct idolatry is so spoken of by our
Lord in Mat. xxiv., that I can only regard it as one defi-
nite object of prophecy. In fkis vision we have (chapter
xi. 81), “they shall place the abomination that maketh
desolate.” In this same vision (chap. xii. 11), mention is
made of “ the abomination that maketh desolate,” which
I can only conclude to be one and the same thing, re-
ferred to by our Lord as future. The verse just quoted
also mentions “the daily sacrifice ” as taken away, which
connects the statement with Dan. viii. 13, where that
event is spoken of together with “ the transgression of
desolation ”;—an allusion to the adomination, but not
under the same name. Dan. ix. 27 tells us of a causer of
desolation on the pinnacle of abominations, referring, I doubt
not, to the same time and event. But it is only in chap.
xi. 31, and in chap. xii. 11 (which depends on it), that it
is spoken of by the name which our Lord uses; to this
vision, therefore, I believe that he distinctly refers; and
this reference I take as a defined point for interpreting
the prophecy.

Our Lord, in his discourse on the Mount of Olives,
recorded in Mat. xxiv. and Luke xxi,, foretells events,
some long sinee fulfilled, some yet unaccomplished : it is
important to observe this; for, if we identify “the
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abomination of desolation ” (Mat. xxiv.), with ¢ Jerusa-
lem compassed about with armies” (Luke xxi.), we
should be obliged to suppose that all the passages
in which Daniel mentions this abomination, are long
past. Jerusalem was compassed with armies when the
days of vengeance on the Jews commenced ; the abomi-
nation of desolation will be set up three years and a half
before that vengeance ends. As to the abomination of
desolation having been set up at the siege by Titus (ut
verbis utar non meis sed Ambrosii) “quod ego nec furens.
dizerim,”—*“1 could not be so demented as to say it.”

But though I object to the supposition that Antiochus
Epiphanes and his pollution of the temple are taught us
in this vision, I most freely admit that the deeds of
Antiochus form a striking and solemn foreshadowing of
what shall be in the days of the antichrist. Antiochus
set up on the altar of burnt-offering an idol, and built an
altar before it, upon which he sacrificed abominations.
Fierce and bitter persecution was the treatment of those
who abstained from participating in these pollutions.
And yet the claims and conduct of the antichrist will go
beyond this. In reading the first book of Maccabees®
(simply as a piece of uninspired history), we may form
some idea of the more fearful display of evil, which is
yet to be.

* The providence of God has transmitted to us the books called Apo-
crypha, comprising the uninspired writings of the Jews, from the close of
the Old Testament to the time of our Lord. They are of some importance
to ue, as we learn by their means what were the opinions and feelings on
subjects of divine truth in the intermediate times. In thus speaking of
the Apocrypha, later forgeries, such as the second book of Esdras, must not
be included. Of all these books, the first of Maccabees is, probably, the
most important. In John x. 22, we find our Lord at Jerusalem Leeping
the Feast of Dedication : this was the festival instituted in commemoration
of the purging of the temple by Judas Maccabeus; and its observance by
our Lord may be considered 2s a sanction of the deliverance which he and
his brethren wrought, as being a distinct work of God. Without con-
ceding to the books of the Apocrypha any authority, I believe that we may
regard their transmission to us as designed in the providential ordering of
God for our ipstruction.
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NOTE ON PROPHETIC INTERPRETATION IN
CONNECTION WITH POPERY AND THE
CORRUPTION OF CHRISTIANITY.

In the Remarks on the different prophecies of Daniel, I
have given reasons for not interpreting the predictions
of latter-day evil by the Papacy and the Popish system.
Whether the explanation of such prophecies, by applying
them to an infidel antichrist, and a system connected
with him, be correct or not, must be considered from the
terms of the Scripture itself, and not from any precon-
ceived thoughts. It will not do for us to form our
opinions on the solemnity and importance of a subject
first, and then to go to the Scripture to find something
to support it. The primary question must always be,
What is it that the Spirit of God speaks of in such or
such a passage ? If we are sure that the papal system
does not meet the terms of a prediction, fully and wholly,
then we must not explain away the strict accuracy of
prophetic language in the hope of thus making it suit.

What is the worst form of evil which, as we are fore-
warned in the Scripture, will arise prior to the second
advent of Christ, and will then receive kis destroying
Judgment ? What are its characteristics? What its
doom ? This is the real question at issue,—not whether
Romanism is an evil, dangerous to souls, and opposed to
the gospel of the grace of God.

Now, the terms of Scripture are plain as to two
points :—1st, the doom of those who own the antichrist;
and 2nd, the extent of his influence within his own
sphere. As to the doom, we read, “ If any man worship
the beast and his image, . . . . the same shall drink of
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the wine of the wrath of God” (Rev. xiv. 9, 10) :—and
thus the adherents of this system (whatever it be) will
be certainly /osf. And as to the extent of the influence,
this person or system (or whatever it be) will draw all
those within the sphere of its influence (except the elect
of God) into its vortex; for “all shall worship him
whose names are not written in the Lamb’s book of life ”
(Rev. xiii. 8); that is to say, e/l within the allotted
scene of the actions of the beast, except those whose
names were written in the Lamb’s book of life from
before the foundation of the world, will be his wor-
shippers. There will be, therefore, no unrenewed hearts
except those who own ¢kis antichrist. Irrespective of
all detail of prophetic circumstances, apply ¢his to the
Papacy : the argument, then, as to the countries in which
we live, will stand thus: AW who shall reject the claims
of antichrist in his time are the elect of God (this isa truth
of Revelation) : so that if we assume as an axiom, that
Popery is the antichrist, it follows of necessity, that all
who reject the claims of Popery are the elect of God. Thus,
then, all would be saved who are not Roman Catholics ;
as though there were none wicked outside that pale—a
doctrine which no one believes — although many have
seemed to pride themselves on being “Protestants”
almost to this degree. As we know that the unrighteous,
be they Papists or Protestants, shall not inherit the
kingdom of God, ¢kis alone might lead us to pause before
we identified the antichrist of Scripture with a system
which does not include all except the elect.

But when we look at the certain doom of the adherents
of the antichrist, we find a new difficulty ;—tkey will be all
lost : does any one who values the grace of God, and who
knows how the Holy Ghost can savingly apply the blood
of Christ to the soul, suppose, that no one within the
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pale of the Church of Rome can be saved ?—that none
of them can be quickened by the Spirit of God to trust
in that Saviour who takes away the sins of his people ?
Surely many a one has lived and died in external fellow-
ship with Rome, whose heart really rested, through God’s
sovereign grace, on the blood of atonement and the
Saviour’s merits.

Take the declarations of Scripture, and then we see
that this doom is pronounced on all who own, or have
owned, the antichrist : they are looked on as not having
“received the love of the truth that they might be
saved : and for this cause God shall send them strong
delusion, that they should believe a lie: that they all
might be damned who believe not the truth, but had
pleasure in righteousness” (2 Thes. ii. 10—12). Thus
they are all contemplated as those who have rejected
light, and who therefore have been already given over
judicially to darkness. Will this apply to all Romanists?
Are all of necessity lost who have at any time been
within the pale of that body ? The Reformers were
themselves originally all of them Papists: Luther was
not merely a Roman Catholic, but also a priest and an
Augustinian monk. Those who hold that the Papacy
is the antichrist, are hindered by their love of God’s
truth, and the gracious invitations of the gospel of salva-
tion, from adopting what might be legitimately deduced
from their applications of prophecy. Happily they do
not act on any such consequence of their opinions; and
thus not a few who maintain the popish system to be
antichrist, are earnest in preaching the gospel of Christ
to Romanists, instead of actually applying to them the
unqualified and unmitigated sentence of the word of
God* T rejoice that such do not act on their application

* The * Appeal" on behalf of  The Edinburgh Irish Mission,” recently
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of prophecy, but on their own knowledge and apprehen-
sion of the gospel message : that all such labours may
be blessed in the conversion of souls, must be the heart’s
desire and prayer of those who know the value of the
gospel: it may be, however, observed, that every Ro-
manist converted is a proof of the fallacy of the mode of
interpretation of which I have been speaking.

This searching for Popery in Secriptures which speak
of a worse consummation, would lead to strange results ;
and the very declarations of the word of God would have
to be softened, because the mind feels that such state-
ments cannot be fully applied to the ;consequences of
Popery. If we admit that a person in the Church of
Rome may possibly be saved, in faith on  the blood of
Christ (not through, but in spite of, his system), and if
one who renounces his errors, and leaves that system,
accepting the gospel, may be saved, and used as an
honoured servant of Christ,—then, in fact, the whole
matter is conceded ;—that a worse abomination than
Popery is treated of in the prophetic Scripture, and
that it is no palliation of Popery to admit that such is
the fact.

(1832] put into my hands, signed by Drs. Begg, Cunningham, Candlish,
M<Crie, and Duff, speaks of ‘‘the true nature of Popery as subversive of
the whole Gospel, as the man of sin, and mystery of iniquity, deomed of God,
with aLL who take part in its abominations' (p. 2). If this statement
were correct, what benefit could result from bringing Christian effort to bear
on Romanists ? The Apostle Paul tells us (2 Thes. ii. 7) that the
mystery of iniquity doth already work,” but that the ‘‘ man of sin "’ should
‘“ be revealed in his time”; they are thus contrasted and not identical.
Hence, nothing but confusion of thought, as to Scripture truth, can result.
{from assuming tbat botkh of these coutrasted forms of evil arc the Papacy.
Had either of the things been asserted to be Romanism, the question would
have been capable of discussion; but how can this be the case, when the
very statement involves a contradiction in terms ? But this need not causo
any surpriee, since in close connection with this statemcnt we rcad of the
doom of all wbo take part in the abominations of this system, and are then
told of efforts to deliver souls from this inevitable sentence. May all tbo

efforts be blessed !—for it is not on Romanists that Scripture denounces this
irreversible judgment.
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But as to palliation of Popery, I say with all confi-
dence that I see such consequences legitimately deducible
from the application as such Seriptures as 2 Thes. ii. to
the Popedom, that were I to do this I should feel that
I were indeed palliating Romanism. What is meant by
“the temple of God”? In Secripture this is, 1st, the
elect Church ; or, 2nd, the bodies of individual saints—
the Holy Ghost dwelling in both; or, 3rd, our Lord’s
human body ; or, 4th, the actual temple of God, at Jeru-
salem. Has the Pope sat, or could he sit, showing him-
self that he is God, in any of these four ? If it be said
that the Pope does this, as taking such a place as he does
in the Church, then Popery is indeed palliated, and the
line of demarcation between truth and falsehood broken
down, by applying to that system a name which belongs
to God’s elect people. Is the temple of God, St. Peter’s ?
Many have seemed to affirmed this, and have talked
about the Pope as enthroned on the Ligh altar in that
building * (which is itself, in the sense intended, quite a
mistake), as the fulfilment of the prophecy. But St.
Peter’s is not the temple of God, but the temple of an
idol, and the Pope may be there seen taking (vidi et
ipse) the place of an idolator as much as the meanest in
the crowd. Papal claims and doctrines are alike fearful
falsehoods: the word of God supplies the counteracting
truths ; but an indiscreet zeal may only have the effect

¥ This notion has arisen from a ceremony connected with the creation of
4 new Pope, in which he receives honours, unchristian indeed, but not as
claiming the place of God. The high alter is on that vccasion stripped of
its ornaments, and on it the Pope is set, to receive the recogmition of the
cardinals, priests, and Roman people. But the altar, when stripped of its
coverings, loses with Romanists its peculiar character; and I have seen
altars at Rome used for meaner purposes than the seat of a Pope. In fact,
the whole idea that the Pope sits, or claims to sit, in St. Peter’s, * showing
himself that he is God,’ is erroneous. Let Papal claims he stated accu-
#afely, and let their opposition to God and His gospel be faithfully pointed
out. [See a note at the end of this chapter, p. 215.]
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of producing the result the very reverse of what had
been intended. I utterly reject the charge of palliating
the evils of Popery; and I might with truth ask
whether this might not result from the acknowledge-
ment of anything in which the Pope sits, as being “ the
temple of God.”

But the application of certain prophecies to Popery, or
the contrary, does not affect the question whether that
system is alike evil in its doctrines and its practices;
but only whether there is or is not a greater and worse
evil of which we are warned.

But if we do not apply certain predictions to Popery,
how can we meet it ? How can we show that it is con-
demned in Scripture ?

To this I answer, that it is of the utmost importance
for us to see what the real turning-point is between the
gospel of Christ and Rome. The question is, “ How is a
sinner justified before God ?” To this Rome may reply,
Through such obedience to the Church as shall cause a
participation in the merit of Christ’s passion; through
the means of holiness afforded in the Sacraments, ete.
Is this in accordance with Seripture ? Is this in accord-
ance with the gospel that Paul preached ? Is not this in
direct opposition to all such Scriptures as teach that it
is by faith, that it might be by grace, to the end that the
promise might be sure” (Rom. iv. 16): “He that be-
lieveth is justified from all things ” (Aets xiii. 39) : “ To
him that worketh not, but believeth on Him that justi-
fieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness”
(Rom. 1v. 5) ?

Thus, every passage which sets forth the gospel of the
grace of God is utterly condemnatory of Romanism,—
and that not in its mere defails, but in the foundation
and inherent principle of the system. I do not say that.
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the defails are not condemned in Scripture,—for they
are: there have often been times when it has been
needful to confute and meet these details (suck as idola-
trous worship, withholding of the Scriptures, persecuting on
principle) ; but let it ever be remembered that in every
contest a mere war of posts seldom is decisive: a petty
warfare in details will sometimes lead away from the real
centre of operations: while, if the deciding point of the
war is seen, contended for, and won, outposts fall of
necessity. Now I believe that Protestants have often
treated Romish controversy as if it were a war of posts,
so as to forget the real citadel to be attacked. They
have looked at the defails of the claims of Rome so
much, as not to know that justification is the turning-
point of the whole matter. The Scripture doctrine of
Justification through faith has been let go by such nominal
Protestants as entirely as by those who receive the
dogmas of Trent.*

Not so did the Reformers of the sixteenth century
think and act. With them arose the word Profestant ;
and if we ask, What did it #hen signify ? the Augsburg
Confession,in 1530, supplies the definite answer :—*“ The

* Tt is important to bear in mind that the canons of Trent are the most
binding of all authorities on modern Romanists. Before the Reformation
there was much latitude both of opinion and expression on many subjects,
although the almost universal tone was thoroughly anti-evangelical and Pela-
gian ; at Trent it was thought needful to put Romish dogmas on a very
secure baeis; and thus, while many statements of doctrine which had
passed current in the Church of Rome were tacitly passed by or else repu-
diated by implication, the general tone of belief was embodied in such o
form as to be definitely opposed to the Protestants, while so expressed as

not to offend those of the adherents of Rome who had not approved of
the phraseology previously used by some. [See in a note at the end of
this chapter.]

The doctrinal definitions on Justification were especially drawn up to
oppose the Reformers, embodying thoughts which Romanists had previously
held loosely : the definitions on Original Sin were mostly new as dogmatic
statements ; and the canonisation of most of the books called Apocrypba

for the first tim¢ by that council, seems to have originated in a were mis-
take.
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Churches amongst us teach with general consent, that
men cannot be justified before God by their own powers,
merits, or works, but that they ave justified frreely for
Christ's sake through faith”” This is a true definition of
the doctrine of true Protestants against Rome.

Thus, every statement which sets forth the gospel of
God’s grace is evidence against Rome; but not against
Rome merely, but also against everything else in which
the doctrines of grace are not fully held and taught. It
is needful in opposing Rome not to forget how negative a
character Protestantism has often had, both formerly and
in the present day.

Details of false doctrine and evils in practice and
requirement have often been argued against by Pro-
testants, who were themselves utterly ignorant of the
answer to the vital question—“ How can man have peace
with God ?”  On this point (to which for many years I
have been accustomed to call the attention of Christians
according to any ability which I possess) I will give the
sentiments of [the late] Dr. Cunningham, of Edinburgh.
He says,—" The circumstances in which we have been
placed, and the aspects in which Popery has been of late
presented to us, have been, perhaps, fitted to give promi-
nence in our minds to Romanism merely as a great
system of tyranny and imposture, and to throw into the
background the still more important and fundamental
views of it as a system of idolatry and heresy, that is,
as corrupting the true worship of God, and perverting
the right way of salvation. Of course, we cheerfully
admit, as all Protestants have done, that man may be,
and that some men are, saved, who live and die in the
communion of the Church of Rome. But it is not less
true that Popery exposes to fearful danger the spiritual
welfare of those who embrace it. It would be unneces-
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sary and out of place to attempt to illustrate the truth
of this position. I can only remind you of the impor-
tance of remembering and applying it, in order that, in
exposing the Church of Rome, you may give due
prominence to views which are fitted to show that
Popery, when fully embraced, leads men to withhold
from God the honour and worship which are due to Him,
and to rest upon a false foundation for salvation; and
that, in dealing with Papists, your bowels of compassion
towards them may be stirred, and that you may make
it manifest that you are animated by a sincere desire to
promote their best interests.

“I am disposed to think that, in the discussions on
Popery in this country, too little prominence has been
given to what may be called the more theological parts
of the question,—to the guilt of Popery in directly per-
verting the gospel of the grace of God, and especially by
teaching erroneous views on the subject of original sin
and justification.

“The cause of all this, no doubt, is, that many of
those who have written most ably and learnedly against
Popery, had themselves largely departed from the sound
theology of the Reformers, and were not more scriptural
and evangelical in their views upon these points than
the canons of the Council of Trent. When Jeremy
Taylor published a work that. contained heresy on the
subject of original sin, a Papist, who was much sounder
in the faith, whose views were much more in accordance
with the Bible and the Thirty-nine Articles, published a
reply to it. Archbishop Wake, in his ‘Exposition of
the Doctrine of the Church of England, in reply to
Bossuet’s “ Exposition of the Doctrine of the Catholic
‘Church,’ virtually gave up our whole contest with Rome

0
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on the subject of justification—Luther’s article of a.
standing or a falling Church.” *

Dr. Cunningham then goes on to speak of the similar
defect in Bishop Gibson’s “ Preservative against Popery,”
and other works, in which, although particular doctrines.
of Romanism are well and learnedly refated, yet, as to
the vital question of Justification through Faith, there:
is either an entire silence or what is worse.

Protestantism ought not to be thus negative; it is a.
name full of meaning and significance ; it tells why we
left the communion of Rome, and what is the sole ground
of our hope —the Saviour’s death and merits applied to
the soul by faith. Truly, when negative Protestantism
arose, there was a condition of things such as was found
in Israel, after the death of Joshua, and the elders who
overlived him.

We know, in the lamentable inroads of Rationalism, to
what negative Protestantism may tend: in Zhus refusing
to admit the demands of Rome, the authority of God in
his word has been equally cast off: and thus we find a
grievous and wide-spread infidelity—a corrupting gan-
grene which works its way wherever the real authority
of Scripture, as the revelation of God’s will and truth, is.
not rightly maintained. This is a proof that there may
be forms of error at least as deadly and soul-destroying
as those of Rome itself.

Rationalistic infidelity may not have as yet as concrete:
a form as the Romish system presents. But all the as-
pirations of Rationalism tend towards a concrete form, in
which there shall be seen the fully-developed powers of
man’s mind triumphing over everything which teaches.
dependence on God, or the necessity or possibility of a
revelation from Him.

# ¢ Evangelical Christendom.”” Oct. 1851; pp. 341, 342.
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This may be seen in not a little of the popular litera-
ture of this country: the same feeling has been dis-
tinctly marked in other lands. Dr. Krummacher, of
Berlin, after discussing the forms of opposition to belief
current in Protestant Germany, thus concludes :—* Little
more is necessary than that a mighty and talented per-
sonality should appear, who should set himself up as the
centre of Infidelity, and represent it with energetic
pathos and strong decision, and the reign of ‘¢ke man of
sin’ would be amongst us in more than a state of
embryo.”*

This is just what I believe to be the fact : a rejection
of the truth of God is now gaining ground; and from
this will issue at last the system and principles of him
who “will deny the Father and the Son.” This person
will be “ theantichrist ” in contradistinction to the “ many
antichrists ” that have arisen from time to time.}

But is the system of Popery nowhere condemned in
the prophetic parts of Scripture ? Must we suppose that
the antichrist is so exclusively a subject of prophecy,
that the ‘“ many antichrists” are overlooked ?

To these questions I reply,—First, that the less is
always included in the greater; so that whatever con-
demns the greater abomination and evil, condemns in its
measure everything similar in kind or character. Thus,
the principle on which anything is condemned as evil in

* ¢“Evangelical Christendom.”” Oct. 1851 ; p. 334.

T Sowe, in applying all that is said of the antichrist to the Pope, have
given the name a new interpretation : they have said that ¢‘ Antichrist” is
not ‘‘opposed to Christ”’ but *“instend of Christ,”’—that it is in fact one
who claims to take the place of Christ as his viear. Who, then, were the
many entichrists of St.John's time? Did they each claim to be Christ’s
vicar? If not, then no such meaning can be applied to the name, and the
argument falls to the ground. Again, How can any one who ¢ denies the
Father and the Son ” claim to he the vicar of that Son, whose being he
thus rejects ? The Secripture leaves us in no doubt as to the import of tho

name antichrist. [Since this note was first published, this point has been
well discussed by Abp. Trench. New Test. Synonyms,” p. 118, ed. 2.]

02
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Seripture being once stated, it only remains to apply it to
all that is similar. The sin of Simon Magus (Acts viii.)
has rightly been applied to all trafficking in holy things ;
and so the characteristics of the antichrist are applicable
to all that may be similar in kind or degree. But,
Secondly, the Scripture does give to us statements of the
most definite kind as to the corruption of Christianity,
such as Zas been and is found in Romanism. Thus we
read in 1 Tim. iv.—“ Now the spirit speaketh expressly,
that in the latter times some shall depart [or skall apos-
tatisc] from the faith [rather from faith, that ground on
which a sinner is accepted before God through Christ’s
merits], giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of
devils ; speaking lies in hypocrisy; having their con-
science seared with a hot iron ; forbidding to marry, and
commanding to abstain from meats which God hath created
to be rcceived with thanksgiving of them which believe and
Ienow the truth” This is a solemn warning: it tells
of the footsteps of that apostasy which, according to
2 Thes. ii.,, will result in the manifestation of “the man
of sin.” '

Of course I do not 4mit this prophetic description
to Popery: it includes all that is similar throughout
Christendom, whether found in Romanism, in the Greek
and Oriental Churches, or in bodies or individuals pro-
fessedly and nominally Protestant. Wherever faith is
departed from, this description will more or less apply.
In Romanism, however, we have these thingsin a more
concrete form: and how solemn is the statement that
“the Spirit speaketh expressly ” that this departure
from faith does not result from the ordinary aberrations
of man’s intellect as estranged from God, but from the
direct action of seducing spirits and doctrines of demons;
that “ speaking lies in hypocrisy,” the conscience being
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cauterised, is the characteristic of the evil system here
condemned !

I have already remarked on the fundamental falsehood
of this corrupted Christianity,—the denial that it is
solely through the work of Christ for us,—his one sacri-
fice and perfect righteousness, —applied to the soul
through faith, that we are accepted of God. Where
Satan obscures this truth, he can easily lead astray in
other things: where he causes it to be dended, then he
finds men his captives in a twofold bondage.

And thus has it been in the Romish system:—
IDOLATRY has there established itself,—entering in at
first in forms hardly perceptible, until (as we now see)
the adoration of saints, images, and relics, and the con-
version of the Supper of the Lord into an object of
worship as the Lord Himself, have taken a place in
men’s minds and in their religious services, which could
belong rightly to none, but the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Ghost,—the one God of our salvation.

Solemn, indeed, are the consequences of idol-worship.
The Gentiles of old, amongst whom the gospel was
preached at first, were thoroughly sunk in this sin ; and
of them the apostle (1 Cor. x. 20), using the words of
Deut. xxxii. 17, thus speaks:—* The things which the
Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils and not to God;
and I would not that ye should have fellowship with
devils.” Did the ancient heathens think that they were
adoring evil spirits — demons—when they sacrificed to
their gods and demi-gods ?—when they honoured Ju-
piter and Hercules? And yet the Seripture thus
teaches us that the worship did actually go to demons:
it was thus directed by Satan. And this put the
idolatrous nations upder the distinet tutelage of demons,
whose power showed itself amongst them in many ways.
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We should form, I believe, a very inadequate estimate
of Romish idolatry, if we were to overlook the solemn
fact that it is demon worship commingling itself with that
of the living and true God; so that Romish nations
stand under demoniacal tutelage, just as did the Gen-
tiles of old.

The worship rendered to saints does not ascend to
them ; the honours paid to the Virgin Mary, to St.
Francis, or to St. Philomena,* are not received by them,

* St. Philomena is a saint greatly honoured of late years in the Church
of Rome. Her legend sets forth thatin the time of Diocletian ehe was the
daughter of the king of Greece, at that time s Christian kingdom ! and that
for refusing to marry the heathen emperor and sacrifice to the gods, after a
wearisome detail of miracles, che suffered martyrdom.

How much of this legend is delicved by Romanists appears to me very
doubtful ; but, believed or mnot, it is publicly offered for sale at Rome on
walls and book-stalls,—where every book, be it remembered, is subjected to
ecclesiastical censorship of the strictest kind,—where not a line of Holy
Scripture may be read or possessed in the vernacular language, —and where
not one statement of evangelical truth may be printed or circulated. The
history of St. Philomena was said to have been revealed to a holy nun a
few years ago, by which she was informed of the name and actions of an
individual previously unknown, whose hones were discovered in the Roman
catacombs.

Perhaps, however, these legends are not belicved ; if so, what must be the
condition of those who render spiritual honours to beings in whom they do
pot believe ? It is not always held needful at Rome to suppose that narra-
tions set forth by ecclesiastical authority are frue. Of the ‘“holy images”’
venerated at Rome, none are better known than that of St. Peter in St.
Peter’s, the Madonna of Sant Agostino, and the Holy Bambino of Ara Celi.
This last is a figure of the Infant Christ, kept in the church of the Francis-
cans on the Capitol. A history of this Holy 1mage, by P. G. V. Giaunnini
(printed in 1797) is kept on sale at Rome, with the due imprimatur of
Passeri, archhishop of Larissa, the then vicegerent, and of Pani, the Master
of the Holy Apostolic Palace. In 1845 I bought this little book ; and on
its being shown to a pative of the British Isles, a scholer and a gentleman,
then a priest and now a bishop in the Romish Church, who spent several
monthsg under the same roof with me at Rome, he said that no one wus
bound to belicve the mnarration as a fact. I asked what then might the
¢¢ Con licenza de’ Superiori”’ mean: he replied that it was by no means o
sanction of the book as authentic, only an approval of it as not unedi{ying,
Just like Zsop's fables. The misfortune, however, is, that this and similer
“‘not unedifying ’* books claim to be true narratives—that they pase current
as such with the people at large, and if not true, they are irreverent in_the
extreme. It would be well if they were half as edifying as /Esop. Itis
only from such books that thoueands learn all their ideas of religion, such
as they may be. What a thought it is, that foolish and profanc talcs are
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or by any other saints, whether real, supposed, or non-
existent ; the worshipper may imagine that he honours
the mother of our Lord in the many litanies and prayers
in which divine attributes are ascribed to her : the Serip-
ture removes the veil, and shows us, not the Virgin
Mary as the receiver of the worship, but some potent
demon, some especial leader under the banner of Satan.
This is the source, then, to which we ought to ascribe
the system of Rome and the arts by which it is sup-
ported: all must be traced to demoniacal power and
energy ; hence the hold which the system takes on men’s
minds ; hence its adaptation to the thoughts and feelings
of man’s fallen nature; hence the superhuman skill and
wisdom displayed by the followers of Ignatius Loyola,and
by other Romish advocates. Whenever God is honoured
in any way, whether in his Almighty power or in his
works of grace, there He is pleased to acknowledge the
recognition of Himself. And thus He hasshown Him-
self the protector of those nations that rejected Romish
idolatry, and acknowledged the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Ghost, as alone worthy of all worship and praise.
A recurrence to Romish connection, a re-commingling in
any way with the maintenance of Romish idolatry,
would place a Protestant nation again under the sway
-and influence of those demons to whom idolatrous wor-
ship really ascends, whether the name under which they
are adored be.that of Jupiter or of Simon Peter the
Apostle of Christ.

Protestants have often taken pains to disprove every
tale or narrative of Romish miracles: no doubt that
most of thesc marvels are mere impostures, finding their

approved as *“not unedifying,”” while the Scriptures (of which the Romans
were taught ‘‘ whatsoever was written aforctime was written for our
dearning”’) are utterly proscribed !
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origin either in the extreme superstition of minds blinded
by demons, in the fraud of deceivers, or in a mixture of
both. The character of the alleged miracles is such as
almost to lead minds into a condition of scepticism as to
all miracles; and this Zas been the case with several. But
while the general character of Romish miracles and
marvels denotes weak deception, we have no oceasion, I
believe, to attempt to prove that they are all void of
reality. The Scripture records the miracles wrought by
the Egyptian magicians, as well as those performed by
Moses: we read of the signs of Simon Magus, as well
as well as of the miracles of Philip and of the apostles.
Demoniacal power must be recognised as a fucf. At the
time of the Reformation the servants of Christ did not.
think it needful to reject all Romish miracles; they
only sought to ascribe them to their true source. Thus
it was said in England, that “God daily permitted
miracles to be wrought by the power of the devil, as
may be seen at the north door of St. Paul’s, and else-
where.” The Reformers acknowledged that some of the
marvels were real, and yet they rejected the claims of
Rome : they held to the truth of God, and denied that.
miracles could confirm anything, if opposed to that
revelation already bestowed.

The Seripture presents a criterion and a safeguard to
those who are watchful: “If there arise among you
a prophet, or a dreamer of dreams, and giveth thee a
sign or a wonder, and the sign or the wonder come to
pass, whereof he spake unto thee, saying, Let us go
after other gods, which thou hast not known, and let us
serve them ; thou shalt not hearken unto the words of that
prophet, or that dreamer of dreams: for the Lord your
God proveth you, to know whether ye love the Lord your
God with all your heart and with all your soul” (Deut.
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xiii. 1—38). Thus, if any miracle be wrought in con-
firmation of any contradiction of a truth previously re-
vealed of God, then such miracle ought not to be
received as though it accredited in any way the newly-
introduced doctrine or opinion. The divine miracles of
Scripture were in full accordance and harmony with
every previous revelation, and their nature and character
were distinctly opposed to Satanic power.

There may be miracles which in themselves give no
indication as to their source, whether it be from above or
from beneath. Miraculous power, however, in whatever
way it may be manifested, should always lead men to
examine it with attention; for it would be a proof of
supernatural agency,—the working either of God or of
Satan : unless, then, such power be equally connected
with both truth and holiness, it cannot be from God: in
such a case we must apply the Scripture,—“The Lord
your God proveth you.”

If the alleged miracles of Rome were all realities (in-
stead of being so often obviously the reverse), they could
not accredit the Romish system with its denial of the
true gospel of Christ—a denial which involves the solemn
anathema of God declared against all who preach “ano-
ther gospel ” (Gal. 1. 8, 9).

The direct working of Satanic power has been seen
from time to time; but it seems manifest that this
energy is hindered and restrained in lands where the true
worship of God is professed : secret workings of the
enemy may there be found, but not the same unhin-
dered might of evil. This might be eapected to be more
fully seen in heathen lands; to be found, but in a less
degree, in nations that commingle the worship of God
with the honours paid to demons ; and to be restrained
where God alone is worshipped, and Christ is avowed to
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be the only Mediator, unti! such nations or their rulers
countenance idolatries.

In heathen lands there are many things which are
incapable of explanation, except on the supposition of
direct Satanic power: and Scripture would never lead
us to doubt or deny that it may be put forth.

In our Lord’s days the most remarkable power of
Satan over the lodies of men was seen in the case of
the demoniacs ; but we always find that the sphere of
our Lord’s miracles of mercy in casting them out was in
Galilee or Samaria ; Jerusalem, “ the city of the great
king,” the place of that worship which Jehovah still
recognised, is never then mentioned in connection with
unclean spirits. After, however, Christ had been rejected,
we do find demoniacs connected with Jerusalem ; for in
Acts v. 16, those who had unclean spirits are said to have
been brought with others in suffering, to be healed in
that city by the apostles.

There is a wide-spread incredulity at present as to
Satanic agency and miraculous power—an incredulity
which needs to be dispelled, because it leads many to be
blind to their danger. The working of the “mystery of
iniquity ” commenced in the days of the apostles; it has
gone on, including Popery and all other forms of cor-
rupted and corrupting Christianity, and at length it will
result in the manifestation of “the man of sin,” who
will arise accredited by Satanic miracles,—‘ with all
power, and signs and lying wonders.” Surely this is not
believed by many; and yet the Spirit of God here
speaks of actual miracles and no mere deceptions of
men’s senses. What some of these miracles are, we read
in Rev. xiii., where we are told of fire made to come
down from heaven in the sight of men, and an image
made to speak and breathe.
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If claims to miraculous power be made, let us take
heed and hold fast the truth of God ; it is nowhere told
us in Scripture that God will give us any new revelation
confirmed by miracles, but we are warned that Satan
will thus introduce the antichrist ; and that i this man-
aer men will be deceived. No miracle can invalidate an
antecedent fact. The fact of redemption by the blood of
the Son of God will remain as the sure ground-work of
all Christian religion, even if ten thousand miracles
were wrought to disprove it: this is a truth but little
considered ; and so little heed will be paid to it by men
in general, that by miracles they will be misled, unless
they have received the love of the truth of God into
their hearts, by the operation of the Holy Ghost.

To some it may seem a dark and discouraging pros-
pect thus to contemplate what the issue will be of
professing Christianity within the Roman earth; to see
the corruption which goes on, as that which will at
last increase so as to lead to full antichristian apostasy
—the rejection of God and of Christ. But, if it be dif-
ferent from the prospects which many have imagined,
we have only to ask whether this is not the truth of
Scripture. If this be the case, then it is well for us to
know it; for God never instructs us by holding out
false expectations. Have not the Apostles Paul (2 Tim.
iii.), John (in speaking of “many antichrists” as a
characteristic of “ the last time ), James (v. 1—8), Peter
(2 Ep. chap. iii.), and Jude, all tanght us that the con-
cluding days of this dispensation will be days of peculiar
cvil in the Church and in the world, up to the coming of
the Lord? But (it may be asked) How are we to
understand the Old Testament promises of wide-spread
and universal blessing ? Surely these promises shall be
thoroughly fulfilled ; no word of God is vain; but ful-
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filled they cannot be in a dispensation in which the many
take the broad way and the few find the narrow.

However these things are opposed to the thoughts of
many Christians, the testimony of Christ’s apostles is
clear; and, further, the Lord Himself, before he laid
down his life to redeem his Church, instructed his people
as to these things. All the teaching of the Sermon on
the Mount, all the instruction of John xiv.-xvii. has
this character.

In Mat. xiii,, however, the Lord Jesus gave definite
instruction, in a series of seven parables, as to what “ the
kingdom of heaven” would be in its development on
earth ; how it would comprehend evil as well as good ;
and how the evil would be found as continuing to the
end of the age or dispensation. How can “the kingdom
of heaven ” relate to anything evil ? is a question often
asked. It might suffice to refer to the chapter itself,
where the fares and the bad fishes are quite as much por-
tions of that kingdom as the wheat and the good fishes.
We use as a common expression * Christendom,’—the
kingdom or dominion of Christ,—by which we exclude
the world of idolaters and Mahometans, and to which
we do not consider the Jews as belonging, although
many of them are locally in it. In Christendom there
may be and are vast numbers who are not at all subject
to the faith and doctrine of Christ, but to Christendom
they belong as truly as do spiritual believers. Just so
the Scripture phrase, “ the kingdom of heaven,” includes
all the individuals and nations that, in consequence of
the mission of Christ, profess his name in any sense: if
they are not Jeavenly themselves, it does not alter the
fact that they, in the terms of Scripture, belong to the
kingdom of heaven.

The kingdom of heaven is now known, as developed



THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN. 205

on earth, and subjected to many influences; in the day
of Christ it will be known as altogether heavenly,—all
other things having been put out of it, and all being
conformed to God.

In the first parable of Mat. xiii., the Lord shows that
the seed sown would in many cases produce no fruit,
although in some it would: this might be regarded as a
preliminary warning not to suppose that the gospel was
to produce universal blessing. Then follow six parables,
divided into two groups of three each, as spoken re-
spectively to the multitudes and to the disciples, as simi-
litudes of the kingdom of heaven,—that is, as exemplifi-
cations of some of its aspects.

In the first, that of “the tares of the field,” we have
(verses 37—43) our Lord’s own interpretation ; and we
thus learn that in the field, especially sown by the Son
of Man, there would be evi/ mixed with the good, that
this evil would continue until the end (*let both grow
together until the harvest ”), and that the evil forms so
conspicuous a characteristic, that the parable receives its
designation (verse 36) from the fares, and not from the
wheat. The last parable (verse 47—50), spoken to the
disciples, teaches in some respects the same truths; the
net equally inclosed the bad fishes and the good.

Thus, any interpretation of these parables, which in-
volved the supposition that universal or wide-spread
Dblessing was predicted, must of necessity be incorrect ;
for it would exclude the possibility of the tares remain-
ing till the harvest among the wheat. The two uext
parables—that of the grain of mustard-seed and of the
leaven—were spoken to the multitudes as that of the
tares of the field had been. This seems to direct our
thoughts to the ostensible aspects of the kingdom of
heaven, as they might be seen by the eye of mere man.



206 PARABLE OF THE LEAVEN,

A grain of mustard-seed so grows as to produce, not a.
herb, but a tree, like unto that seen in Nebuchadnezzar’s
vision (Dan. iv.). Few things were more opposed to
probabilities than that #4is should have been the issue of
Christianity,—that instead of having to do with spiritual
and unseen things, it should acquire greatness in the
carth ;—a result which the Lord does not explain, except
by the principles laid down in the interpretation of the
preceding parable, by which we see that while men slept
was cartied on the counter-working of Satan. Let this be
taken into consideration, and then we cannot be sur-
prised that the tree of earthly greatness should thus
spring from a seed, from which this would not have been
looked for.

The next parable is, “ The kingdom of heaven is like
unto leaven, which a woman took, and hid in three
measures of meal, till the whole was leavened.” What-
ever this parable may mean, it implies the spread of some
principle throughout a certain body, until its influence
becomes universal. Does this, then, mean good or evil ?
Many would reply that “ the kingdom of heaven” could
not be compared to anything evil. On this I have al-
ready remarked ; but observe, that the similitude has
respect to the whole parable: the parity is not connected
with one word or thing, but with the whole similitude.
So, in the last parable, the kingdom of heaven is likened
to a net; not in ¢tself, but in certain eircumstances and
connections. There will be a day when Christ shall
gather out of his kingdom all things that offend, and
then “the kingdom of heaven” shall be only com-
parable to what is good. Thus it is from the parable itself,
and its connection, that we must judge as to whether this.
is a similitude of good or evil.

The notion of universality in its aspects seems to ex-
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clude the idea of good being here intended: those who
thus interpret apply the parable either to the spread of
the gospel,—the diffusion of Christianity,—or else to the
results wrought by the regenerating influence of grace
on the individual Christian. The first of these inter-
pretations would be in entire opposition, not only to the
testimony of the apostles in their Epistles, as to the
spread of evil in the latter days of this dispensation, but
also to that of the parable of the tares of the field: the
interpretation of that parable shows that evil will con-
tinue, and the prophecies in the Epistles show that it will
spread and dncrease. As to the second interpretation, it
is manifest that these parables do not refer to individuals
separately ; but even if they did, it is not true that cer-
tain principles of grace introduced ever do or can so
transform a man as to change the carnal mind and the
flesh into something good and holy. The carnal mind
remains as really in the holiest believer as in the most
abandoned sinner; it continues to be “enmity against
God, for it is not subject unto the law of God, neither
indeed can be ”: in the case of the believer, new prineci-
ples of life and action are introduced; spiritual powers
are bestowed for keeping under the flesh; but the flesh
remains up to death or the resurrection-state. To apply
this parable, then, to regeneration, is wholly opposed to
the nature of the gospel, and to the remedy which it
proposes for fallen man.

It is thus impossible to understand this parable as
teaching the diffusion of good, without contradicting the
whole analogy, as well as the direct statements of re-
vealed truth.

But what is leaven ? It is the incipient corruption of
the mass of kneaded flour, in which that fermentation
commences to work; a small portion of which, if put
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into wetted flour, will produce incipient corruption of
exactly the same kind, and so leaven the whole lump.*
And thus leaven is always spoken of in the Old Testa-
ment : it invariably means, when used there as a symbol,
that which is corrupt and productive of corruption. The
disciples knew the Old Testament far too well to suppose
that they were now to take this term in a good sense,
unless they were expressly taught so to do. But is the
New Testament use of the term “leaven ” different? In
Mat. xvi. 6 (and the parallel place, Mark viii. 15, and in
Luke xii. 1), the Lord warns against “ the leaven of the
Pharisees and of the Sadducees.” The disciples ima-
gined that He referred to bread, until He showed them
that He meant the doctrine—the evil doctrine of the
Pharisees and Sadducees: in Luke xii. 1, He says, “the
leaven of the Pharisees, which is hypocrisy,”—certainly
not a good thing. Twice in the Epistles of St. Paul do
we read, “a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump ”; in
the one case it refers to practice, and in the other to doc-
trine. In 1 Cor. v., St. Paul speaks of the necessity of
putting away, from fellowship in the Church, the
notorious sinner whom the Corinthians were inclined to
uphold. “Your glorying is not good. Know ye not that
a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump ? Purge out,
therefore, the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump, as
ye are unleavened. For even Christ our Passover is

# Tn this country, where yeast is so commonly used for making bread,
what leaver really is, its nature and effects, are often but little understood :
hence, it is often not known to be incipient corruption spreading through
the mass of dough, rendering the whole sour, and, if not baked presently,
also corrupt.

The common notion that was attached to leaven is shown in the follow-
ing sentence of Plutarch (as cited by Wetstein) :— 3¢ Loun xai yéyovev i
#Bopdc airsy, rai ¢Beiper 70 gvpapa pryvuptvn. “ Now leaven is both
generated itself from corruption, and it corrupts the mass with which it is
mingled.”” This sentiment of a heathen might check the thoughts of many
Christians in their interpretations of leaven.
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sacrificed for us: therefore let us keep the feast, not
with old leaven, neither with the leaven of malice and
wickedness, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity
and truth.” The toleration of moral evil was leaven in-
troduced, and this would leaven the whole lump with its
corrupted and corrupting nature. In Gal v, after the
apostle had said, “ Christ is become of no effect unto you,
whosoever of you are justified by the law ; ye are fallen
from grace,” he adds (verse 9), “ a little leaven leaveneth
the whole lump ”: the introduction of anything, however
little, as relating to a believer’s acceptance, besides faith
in the finished work of Christ, is then, a doctrinal
leaven,—a leaven which has worked, as we know, cx-
tensively and grievously.

These are, then, all the occurrences of leaven * in the

* A phraseology connected with Zeaven is current in the mouths of many
Christians : they talk of a leaven of holiness, of righteousness, the good influ-
ence of a leaven that bas heen spread, etc. This mode of speech was probably
borrowed from this parable, but it also leads to a traditional interpretation
of the parable itself. It is strange that the Zabitual use of a term should be
taken from onre passage, in which it is supposed that the term means the
direct opposite of what it signifies everywhere elsc. We should never hear
of ‘‘a leaven of holiness,” ete., if the symbolic language of Scripture receive
its Scripture interpretation ; this is a test as to the correct use of Scripture
language, or the contrary. Put, instead of *“ leaven,” corruption or defile-
ment, and then it will be seen how strange such expressions must be to
those habituated to the general use of Scripture language.

In Dante, the following lines occur:—

*¢ Di voi pastor s’accorse il Vangelista,
Quando colei, che siede sovra I’acque,
Puttaneggiar co’ regi a lui fu vista :
Quella che con e sctte teste nacque,
E dalle dicce corna ebbe argomento,
Fin che virtute al suo marito piacque.’”
Inf. xix. 106—111.

Some of the Italians suppose this to be * La Santa Chiesa armata de’ sctc
sacramenti & de’ dieci comandamenty divini,” an interpretation which sounds
Passing strange to the ears of any who know the Scripture use of these terms.
But is this really more strange than the popular use of “ leaven ”’? I might
find a parallel in a verse which speaks of * the ever-blessed leaven,” as if
the terms could be compatible : * ever-blessed ’’ might as well be joined to
“‘hypocrisy,”” “false doctrine,” *immoral practice,’”’ *“malice,” or ‘* wicked-
Dess ;" for thesc are inspired definitions of what leaven means.

P
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New Testament, besides it being mentioned in the para-
ble itself; and in all there is one consistent meaning
connected with the symbol,—the same idea of corruption
as is found in the Old Testament. It would be, indeed,
strange if our Lord had, in the parable, introduced a
meaning the exact opposite of every idea connected
with the term, and had used what not only symbolises
corruption, but ¢s corruption, as expressive of something
good.

Thus, not only the universality expressed in the
parable, but also the corrupt and corrupting thing,
leaven, would lead us to see the similitude as one of
evil. Do we not see that 2 Tim. iii., ete., show us how
Christendom will be leavened with evil? And do we
not now see this to a great degree ? Let an intelligent
Buddhist or Mahometan come into Christendom, and he
will see the mass of the nations holding fast corrupted
doctrine, and presenting this corruption of truth (in
Scripture language leaven) to the attention of external
nations.

Thus do the three parables, spoken fo the multitudes,
show us what Christendom would be in its darker cha-
racteristics, as fruth would testify against its doctrinal and
moral condition.

But this was not all : the Lord gave instruction ¢o Ais
disciples in the three following parables, in which we see
the inner truth of a real Church, known to Christ, and
known to faith, despite of all the external change.

The “ treasure hid in a field” shows us what Christ
did for his people: they were in the world, and because
they were given into his hand to redeem, He bought the
whole for their sake. Let this be individualised as is often
lone, and then the notion is introduced of all being
siven up for the sake of Christ or of the gospel, in
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fact to procure salvation,—a doctrine utterly opposed to
Christian faith :—it is the leaven which was at work
amongst the Galatians.

The parable of the one pearl of great price, has often
been treated as though this were something which e,
must obtain ;—a mode of interpretation similar to that
applied to the preceding parable, and equally contra-
dictory to the freeness of the gospel. Just as the former
parable spoke of the Church as looked at by Christ, as
that which was precious in his sight when buried in the
world, so here it is presented under the heavenly symbol
of “one pearl of great price”: this shows us the charac-
ter which the elect Church will fully sustain in the glory
and which it ought to aim at now.*

The last parable brings out the issue of all in the
present dispensation ;—that when the net is drawn to
shore, and the bad fishes are cast aside, the good shall be
gathered into vessels.

These three similitudes are parallel in an inverse order
to the former three ; the last answers to the tares of the
field ; the “one pearl,” which has nothing about it but
its own individuality, stands in contrast to the “ grain of
mustard-seed,” which grows into earthly greatness; and
the treasure hid in the field, which had to be taken out
of the place where it was unseen, contrasts with the
leaven, also hidden, but which corrupts to its own cor-
rupted nature the mass in which it is placed.

* Toplady saw plainly that Christ was here the purchaser :—
¢“‘ Deathless principle, arise!
Soar, thou pative of the skies !
Pearl of price, by Jesus bought,
To his glorious likeness wrought ;
Go, to shine before his throne,
Deck his mediatoriul erown ;
Go, his triumphs to adorn :
Made for God, to God return.”’
e individualises the idea, however, which in the parable belongs to all
the redeemed as one pear! unitedly.

r2
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Thus clear is it that Seripture does warn us most fully
how corruption would come into the Chureh, and this
fact is presented to us wholly independent of any sup-
posed applications of the predictions concerning the
antichrist to the papal system. As the apostle mentions
many antichrists, we may in that sense speak of the
Papal antichrist, or of any other, whenever we see a sys-
tem or thing especially opposed to Christ and his gospel :
in doing this, we must not, however, forget the crisis of
evil, concerning which we are warned, and the true cha-
racteristics of #ie antichrist.

We must expect, in accordance with Mat. xiii., that,
through all this our dispensation, tares will grow up with
the wheat, so that there can be no universal blessing till
Christ has come again; and also we learn from Daniel,
from the Apocalypse, and from 2 Thes. ii,, that an earthly
potentate will arise to supreme power over the Roman
earth, who will so fully carry out tbe antichristian idea
of “denying the Father and the Son,” that he will suc-
ceed by persecution, and by delusive power, in causing
the name and profession of Christianity to be cast off by
all, except the true spiritual worshippers who are willing
to suffer for their Master’s sake. This interference in
holy things will not give this “man of sin” an exclu-
sively spiritual character: his temporal sovereignty will
be supreme, but (like Nebuchadnezzar) he will extend it
to divine worship as well.

Outside his dominion corrupt and mingled Christianity
will continue (although many there may be influenced
by his delusive claims); and thus the parable of the
tares and the wheat (nominal and true professors) will
still be applicable, as we know from our Lord’s words
that somewhere it must, up to his coming again.

It is in Popery that corrupt Christianity has shown
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itself in its most systematised form : the lapsed Churches
of the East may hold no more truth, and may be quite
as much tainted with idolatry and superstition ; but still
they do not present the united and consolidated form of
potent and influential evil which Rome exhibits.
Nominal Protestants may often have cared but little for
the gospel of Christ, and in the practices of Rome they
may often have had some share; but in these things
they have acted contrary to their principles; whereas
Rome, in the same things, has acted in accordunce with hers.
Thus, persecution is a stain from which few bodies of
real or nominal Christians are wholly free; the mistake,
that we ought to root out the tares, has been repeatedly
made : but when Protestants have persecuted, it has been
an inconsistency, a contravention of principle, ever to be
condemned and lamented ; while Romish persecution is
carried out on principle, and in full accordance with that
Church which still condemns as heretics those who teach
“that it is contrary to the mind of the Spirit to burn hereties.”*
If nominal Protestants fall into any Romish doetrine,
such as non-recognition of our acceptance, solely on

* This stands in the ‘‘ Instructions to Theological Candidates,” still pub-
lished by authority at Rome. Let the Papal Church formally renounce and
<ondemn the doctrinc of persecution, and let her leave off the practice, and
then, but not till then, may the accusation on that ground cease : she would
own, however, if she did this, that she was fallible in principle and in acts.

If Protestant States do now persecute, they show how inconsistent they
are: it may, however, be asked whether there is any dody maintaining the
true gospel of Christ which teaches and upholds persecution, and whether
any such acts, in nominally Protestant countries, are not carried on in
spite of those who are really actuated by Christian principle.

Persecution is a thing which D’rotestants have been able to cast aside
when they learncd its evil : they neither are, nor ever professed to be, in-
fallible. There was a time when nonconformists at home suffered impri-
sonment and persecution from the same government which compelled the
nonconformists in New England to leave off the practice of putting other
aonconformists to death. These inconsistencies are owned and confessed
48 ¢in ; and they are not to be cbarged on I’rotestants, to whose principles
they are opposed, by those who still maintain the principle of persecution,
4nd carry out the practice wherever their hands are not restrained.

The continued practicc of Romish persecution is shown in the exile of
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account of the merits of Christ through faith, or if they
adopt any Romish practice, such as devotions to saints,
or the superstitious use of crosses, pictures, or images,—
then Protestantism is set aside, and a spurious Popery,
which insidiously borrows a name and a garb not its own,
is introduced instead. In statements of doctrine, many
have often almost or quite coincided with Rome ; but, in
our day, this syncretism or double-dealing has extended
itself to the practice of idolatry—that idolatry which we
cast aside three hundred years ago. It is no excuse for
these idolatries that they are done in secref, and that their
symbols are worn in secret. “ Cursed be the man that
maketh an image an abomination unto the Lord, and putteth
it wn a secret place.”

“To the law and to the testimony”: through the mercy
of God we have the Seriptures; and in this we stand in
contrast to Rome, who forbids their circulation in lan-
guages known to the people, and persecutes those who
read them. In this, Rome shows her departure from the
faith ; and how, having shut out the light, she has left
the door open for every Satanic delusion, even for that.
rejection of God and of Christ which is yet before us.*

Count Piero Guicciardini and otbers, from TFlorence, simply for reading the
JSifteenth chapter of St. John's Gospel together. 3 .

While this page is in the compositor's hands (June 8, 1852), the Romish
authorities have sentenced Francesco Madiai, and Rosa, his w:fq (already
imprisoned, on suspicion, in sepnrate cells, for ten months), to solitary con-
finement, with hard labour, the one for four years and a /lfll_f, 1hq other.for‘
three years and a half, for the possession of the word of God in Itallap.
and for their confession of the pame of Christ! [To this nofe, written in
1852, all that need be added is a reference to the 'Sp:.mish persecutions from
1860 to 1BG3. May God grant liberty of worship in Spain as He has in
Tuscany !]

* Of late soma who profees to be Protestant teechers have set forth very
Romeward doctrines on the subject of the Imputation of Christ’s rightcous-
ness to us, and Ilis vicarious life for us. The true doctrine of the word
of God is that our Lord, who was very and eternal God, became very man,
taking our flesh and blood, but without sin: that in life he obeyed per-
fectly for us, that in death he perfectly bore the curse for us: that all his
obedience in life or death was ameritorious and for us; that every sgﬂermg,,
whether in life or death, was penal and for us. Many know how grievously
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It behoves us to uphold the authority of holy Scripture,
for this is a safeguard ;—and if we have loose views on
this point, we lay ourselves open to the attacks of Rome
on the one hand, and of Rationalistic infidelity on the
other. Ifwe add our own thoughts to Scripture, then
we do just what Rome does with her traditions and her
assumptions of Church authority.

If we cast a veil of uncertainty over holy Scripture,
then do we open the door to Romish claims, as if Serip-
ture required to be interpreted by some other tribunal,
or else we cast aside all confidence in Scripture as being
an objective revelation from God, and are left to the
guidance of our own thoughts.

Maintaining holy Scripture in all its fulness, we may,
by God’s blessing, meet the fundamentally false doctrines
of Rome, and thus sustain the integrity of Scripture
(which is impaired whenever its statements are soffened,
so as to apply them to Romanism), by pointing out how
Romish and Romanising doctrines are fully met by the
plain teaching of the word of God, that it is in virtue of
the merits of Christ alone, applied to the soul through
Juaith, that we are justified and accepted from first to last,
our salvation being w/olly of God’s grace.

(It bas been thought that 2 Thes. ii. could ¢nly be met by an application
to Papal claims, especially through comparison with the terms used by Pope
Nicholas V. in writing to the Greek Emperor. But however blasphemous
the terms adopted were, Imperial Rome had gone much further, even as the
anticbrist will again. ‘¢ The State, which was always the real object of a
Roman’s devotion, had found a personal embodiment: and the people were
willing to conceds to the Emperor the divine titles wbich he claimed.—
Iutroduction to the Study of the Gospels, by B. F. WEesrcorr, M.A., p. SI.

He adds in a note: —* The climex was reached by Domitian, whose edicts
ran: Dominus ct Deus noster sic jfiers jubet. (Suet. Domit., c¢. 13)."]

these truths have been set aside, and how Christ’s obedience to the law of
God for us has been denied. All who oppose these truths are dangerously
false teachers. and as such must be shunned. (Sec ‘ Christ the End of
the Law for Rigbteousness. Five Letters to the Editor of the ‘Record’
on recent Denials of our Lord’s Vicarious Life,”” by S. P. Tregelles, LL.D.
London : Houlston and Wright, 65, 'aternoster Row. 1863.)
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DEFENCE OF THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE
BOOK OF DANIEL.

THE common belief of those who maintain the divine
authority of the Old Testament Scriptures (whether Jews
or Christians), is, that the book of Daniel was really
written by an actual prophet of God,who lived in Babylon
during the seventy years’ captivity ; and that it records
the visions given to Nebuchadnezzar, and to the prophet
himself, together with the interpretations which God
gave to Daniel of the visions, as well as certain important
historical narrations.

Such is the received opinion of those who believe iu
divine revelation ; and this opinion (if mere opinion it be)
has been held and maintained for two thousand years at
least ; so that if it be not true, there ought to be definite
and unquestionable demonstration that such is the case.

In the third century we find that Porphyry, the Syrian
of Bashan, asscrted that this book was a forgery of the
time of the Maccabees; so that it would be a production,
not of Daniel in Babylon, B.c. 607—538, hut of some
unknown writer subsequent to B.c. 164 The assertions
of Porphyry have often been repeated with various
modifications ; and they have of late been circulated in
such forms as to render it of some importance to con-
sider the subject pretty fully. Arguments have been
advanced by two classes of persons—those who oppose
revelation as such, and those who admit the revelation
of God in many parts of his Seripture, and yet deny that
this book forms a genuine portion of such revelation.
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It is to the latter class, or to those who may encounter
their arguments, that I wish first to address myself in
the following remarks : for although in many points the
argument will apply (as I trust that I may show) to the
thorough deniers and opposers of revelation in general,
yet if such were the persons especially considered, the
primary lines of proof might perhaps be carried to an
extent that is needless in the general discussion of the
present question. I assume that the New Testament is
a divinely-bestowed and authentic communication of
God’s will and truth, and that its statements are there-
fore worthy of all reliance. This gives a ground of
argument common to all who have not rejected simple
and clear results of evidence : some of the other proofs to
be advanced will apply equally to objectors in general *

At the time when the Lord Jesus Christ taught on this
carth amongst his own people, the Jews, that nation
possessed a collection of books which they regarded as
sacred, believing that they had been given of God to their
fathers as an authoritative declaration of his holy will.
We know as a fact what these books were: they were the
same that we now have in the Old Testament, written
(with the exception of the few and short Chaldee por-
tions) in the Hebrew language. In proof of what the
sacred books of the Jews were in our Lord’s days, it
might suffice to refer to the testimony of Josephus, the
contemporary of most of his apostles: that Jewish
writer tells us what the Scriptures of his nation were,
mentioning how they were divided (according to the

* In proof thet I do not shun the inquiry as to the grounds on which the
books of the New Testament arc rcceived as genuine and authoritative, I
may refer to my * Lecturc on the Historie Evidence of the Authorship end
ilérunsmissiou of the Books of the New Testament.” BacsTER and SONs,

52,
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then Jewish arrangement) into fwenty-two books, of which
he gives a particular description ; we thus krow that they
answered to the fthirty-nine books as they stand in our
division,—the Apocrypha forming no part of this collec-
tion of sacred writings.

If, too, we take the Jews in their dispersions from the
days of Titus, we find that, in whatever land they have
been located they have preserved the same collection of
books, without addition or rejection, and have maintained
their divine authority.

When we turn to the New Testament, we find that
our Lord and his apostles refer to the Jewish Seriptures
as a collection, and that they speak in the strongest
manner as to their authority. This is amply proved by
the references which they make to the Seripture as a
collection, or to the Scriptures as the body of holy
writings. Thus, our Lord met his adversaries with a
citation, to which He added, “ The Seripture cannot be
broken” (Jno.x. 35). He appealed to the Old Testament,
in proof of his mission; “ Search the Seriptures, . . . .
they are they which testify of me” (Juno. v. 39). He
met the ignorant objections of the Sadducees with, “Ye
do err, not knowing the Scriptures” (Mat. xxii. 29). He
spoke of the Scriptures as so authoritative that they
must be fulfilled (Mat. xxvi. 54). So, too, the apostles.
St. Paul says, “ Whatsoever things were written afore-
time, were written for our learning, that we, through
patience and comfort of the Seriptures, might have
hope” (Rom. xv. 4). He refers to the Old Testament as
consisting of those %oly Scriptures in which Timothy had
been instructed, and which, as being God’s revelation,
could make wise unto salvation, through faith which is
in Christ Jesus. These Scriptures were “the oracles of
God,” which St. Paul teaches us (Rom. iii. 2) were
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wtrusted to the Jews. They were the depositaries of the
precious trust, and to know what were the writings con-
tained in the collection, we have only to inquire what
they held as such; for the collection is confirmed by all
the sanction of our Lord and his apostles. This sanc-
tion, be it remembered is not confined to mere dogmatic
statements (though that would have been enough), but
it extends also to the habitual wse which they make of
the statements of the Old Testament, on which they rest
as being wunquestionable authority. “The Holy Ghost
saith,” Heb. iii. 7, is followed by a citation from the
95th Psalm. We are taught in Heb. x. 135, that “the
Holy Ghost is a witness to us, for after that Hehad said
before,”—and then follow words from the prophecy of
Jeremiah.

Thus, in direct statement, in allusion, and in practical
use, do we find the Son of God and his inspired servants
have confirmed to us the collection of Jewish Seriptures,
as being possessed of divine authority. If, then, we can
show that any particular book formed part of that col-
lection, it will be enough to satisfy fully a Christian
inquirer: such an one will not be deterred by difficultics
which an objector might raise, for he will know that
such difficulties can in no way invalidate the truth of
what our Lord has taught. This general ground might
sufice with regard to Daniel or any other of the Old
Testament boolks.

With regard to Daniel, however, we can go yet further
in the way of explicit statement. Our Lord in his
prophetic discourse to his disciples, in Mat. xxiv.,, says,
“When ye, therefore, shall see the abomination of deso-
lation, spoken of by Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy
place (whoso reaceth let him understand)” (verse 15).
What can be more decisive than this reference 2 Chuist
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mingles his own predictions with a citation from this
book, referring to Daniel by name, and giving him the
high designation of prophet. Thie is authority to us in
our use and reception of this book ; so that we may, on
this ground alone, cast aside every difficulty and objection
as things of no weight when compared with the declara-
tion of the Son of God.

Besides this explicit statement, we find also in the New
Testament frequent and clear allusions to the book of
Daniel. Thus, in the discourse contained in Mat. xxiv.,
in which Christ distinctly uses the book of Daniel, He
also (verse 30) speaks of “the sign of the Son of Man
in heaven,” and of those who shall see the Son of Man
coming i the clouds of heaven, with power and great
glory.” In this the terms and statements of Daniel
vii. 13, are adopted so as to embody them as part of our
Lord’s teaching. So, too, in verse 21, in mentioning the
time of unequalled tribulation, he plainly alluded to
Dap. xii. 2.

On what ground did the high-priest and the council
charge our Lord with blasphemy ¢ Because of his apph-
cation of @ prophecy of Daniel to limself. Jesus had
answered (Mat. xxvii. 64), “ Hereafter ye shall see the
Son of Man sitting on the right-hand of power, and
coming in the clouds of heaven.” Jesus and the Sanhedrim
alike admitted the authority of the book of Daniel : only
they charged Him with blasphemy in saying that He was
“ the Son of Man,” of whom these things were written:
this they considered to be a sufficient ground for con-
demning Him to death, and on the ground of this appli-
cation of the passage in Daniel they did so condemn
Him, saying, “He is guilty of death”; and thus they
delivered bhim to Pontius Pilate to be crucified.
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It is needless to refer in detail to the allusions to the
book of Daniel found in many parts of the New Testa-
ment ; it is sufficient to state this as a fact, and to refer
in a general way to the images and expressions with
which the book of Revelation abounds, borrowed from
Daniel.

I should have thought that the statements of our Lord
and his apostles were sufficient on these points ; they are
so, I fully believe, for every simple-minded Christian who
rightly reverences their authority ; unhappily, however,
such attempts have been made to invalidate this attesta-
tion, as call for a passing notice. It has been said that
our Lord and his apostles did no more in their allusions
to Daniel, and in citing him by name, than express them-
selves acecording to the current opinion of the day:—
that they intended no more than a kind of argumentuns
ad hominem, as addressing the Jews who owned the
authority of Daniel, and that their words must be no
more rested on in their literal force, than those of a phi-
losopher should be, who expressed himself in popular
language, and spoke of the sun as rising or setting,—
words which in his mouth would not imply that he
believed the sun to move and the earth to be stationary.

Such is the hinted doubt by which some would invali-
date the plain statements of the New Testament. I reply,
First : That the direet statement of Christ, and the allu-
sions made by Him and his apostles, go far beyond the
use of a current opinion; for the book of Daniel is used
as an authority, so as to show what Christ Himself regarded
it to be. Secondly : That the use of Daniel, so far from
being introduced as any wmere arguinéntum ad hominen
addressed to unbelicving Jews, is most markedly found
when the Lord’s own disciples are the persons addressed,
—persons whom He had to instruet by #ruti, not to con-
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fute: Thirdly: That any argumentunr ad hominem not
based on absolute #ruth, would be utterly inconsistent
with the person, character, and mission of the Son of
God; so that whatever ground He took, whether in teach-
ing or in confutation, kis having taken it is in itself a
sufficient proof of its fruth. Fourthly: That such an
explanation of the use of Daniel shows an entire want of
apprehension of the sanction which the New Testament
writers give to the collected Scriptures of the Old Testa-
ment,—a sanction which would be meaningless if we had
thus to limit it, and which must be taken in its full extent
if words are in any sort the exponent of ideas. Iifthly:
That the comparison of the statements of the New Testa-
raent in divine things, to those of a philosopher in
matters of science, is wholly beside the mark : for he who
says “ the sun rises,” or “the sun sets,” deceives no one;
and leads no one to suppose that he rejects the Copernican
system: because he speaks not out of conformity to
popular opinion or prejudice, but as using popular lan-
guage, founded on the phenomena as presented to the eye.
‘Whereas, our Lord spoke of facts of divine truth, as fully
declaratory of Zis own judgment as those of a philosopher
would be, when he defined the system of the universe
which he believed to be true. If a teacher of natural
philosophy spoke approvingly of the Cartesian theory of
Vortices, would not this be taken as full evidence that
he himself adhered to the theory, and did not admit the
Newtonian law of gravitation? We might far better
suppose a Newtonian to adopt the language which clothed
the notions of Des Cartes, and yet expect not to be mis-
understood, than imagine that our Lord could have
spoken of Daniel as a prophet, and have used his book
authoritatively, unless He intended his words to be
taken in their literal sensc as giving this book his
plenary sanction.
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Besides, it is of importance to remember that our Lord,
so far from accommodating himself to any of the false
notions and opinions which were current amongst the
Jews, his countrymen, reproved them for the traditions
which they had added to the word of God, and the false
opinions which they had introduced: to suppose, then,
that He used words which would sanction an opinion of
theirs that Daniel was a prophet, unless this were truly
the case, and unless his book were truly divine Scripture,
is to introduce a thought utterly at variance with the
whole character and course of our Lord’s teaching and
actions. How would He have said “ the Seripture cannot
be broken” if He had not only sanctioned others in
their use of a spurious book as being holy Seripture, but
had also so used it Himself ? How could He in that solemn
hour, when He was judged before the high-priest (in
accordance with God’s purpose that ore man should die
for “the children scattered abroad”), have taken his
title and his attributes of glory from #4is book, unless He
had dntended his Church to be taught and guided by
what He then said and did ?

On these definite grounds may we hold fast the book
of Daniel as being divinely-inspired Seripture,—a book
to which our Lord has directed our special attention, and
from which He drew those statements of his divine at-
tributes, and (yet unrevealed) glorious kingdom, which
were made the grounds of his condemnation by men.
This species of absolute proof ought to carry a convie-
tion of absolute certainty to the minds of all who ac-
knowledge the divine authority of the New Testament.

While these proofs are couclusive, it is at the same
time right to show, as a matter of fact, that the opinion
that the book of Daniel was written in the Maccabean
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period is per s untenable. The proofs of this point are
to be stated, not as though they could be needed to con-
Jirm the conclusions already arrived at on the highest
possible authority, but simply to show how far removed
are the theories of objectors from the facts of the case,
and how such may be refuted even on their own grounds.
This may disarm objections: it might lead opposers to
see that the only reasonable ground which they can take on
such a subject is the same which has been already
reached on the authority of our Lord and his apostles.

It is certain that at the Christian era the book of
Dauiel was commonly received by the Jews as the pro-
phecy of a servant of God in Babylon, written about five
centuries and a half before. Of this the New Testament
and Josephus are sufficient proofs. How fully the rulers
of the Jews received it, is shown by their charge of
blasphemy against our Lord for applying its terms to
Himself. Had this book been one of doubtful authority
or obscure origin, they could not have thus regarded the
use which he made of its contents.

Had the Jews, then, any proofs that this book belonged
to a period antertor to the Maccabean? Could this be
shown irrespective of the revelation through our Lord
Jesus Christ ? The Jews most certainly Zknew that they
were the depositaries of the Scripture of God, and thus
they would at once have rejected such a notion as that
they had added a book, professedly containing divine
revelations, to the sacred writings of Moses and the other
prophets, when that book, so far from having been writ-
ten by a prophet in the captivity, was of comparatively
modern date. The Jews at the Christian era must have
known whether Daniel pertained or not to the Maccabean
period : for that age was not so far removed from the
time of our Lord as to be sufficient to introduce uncer-
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tainty, in a matter of such public importance and notoriety
as the introduction and reception of a book as part of
holy Scripture. Melanchthon thus states the connection
of the two periods,—* Simeon, who embraced Christ as
an infant, saw, when a young man, the elders who had
seen Judas Maccabzeus.”* Had the book of Daniel, then,
been a spurious composition of that age, it must have
still been well known as a fact.

But we can go farther back ; some time in the inter-
val between the birth of our Lord and the days of Judas
and his brethren, was written the first book of Macca-
bees, which has been transmitted to us in a QGreek
version.t In this we find the prophecy of Daniel used
as a well-known and accredited book. In chapter i. 54,
the writer says of Antiochus Epiphanes, that “ he builded
the abomination of desolation upon the altar,”—a use of
Danijel as manifest as when we read similar words in
the New Testament. In chapter ix. 27, the writer says,
“There was great tribulation in Israel, such as was not
from the time that no prophet appeared amongst them ;”
thus using a phrase and thought taken from Daniel xii. 1.
In various places there are expressions in the Greek of
the first book of Maccabees verbally identical with the
real LXX. of Daniel ; for instance, “and many shall fall
down slain” (ix. 40, and elsewhere), is literally found in
Dan xi. 26, of that version.

* ¢ Simeon qui Christum infantem gestavit in sinu, vidit adolescens
scnes, )qui Maccabzum viderant.” — (Cited in Hiivernick iber Daniel,
p. 390.

1 That the first book of Macecabees was originelly written in Hebrew, and
that the Greek which we now have is a version, is learned from the direct
evidence of Origen (in Euscb. H. E. vi. 25), and Jerome (Prologus Galeatus).
I think that the endeavours to prove tho Greek to be the original have been
entire failures, and that it has been worse than uscless to make any argu-
ment for the genuineness of Daniel depend on o supposed proof of this point.

"The internal grounds for regarding the Greek copy of this book to be a
translation arc very strong. It must have been a very early version, aund

Q
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Thus it is cvident that the author of the first book of
the Maccabecs received Daniel as the inspired writing of
the prophet in the captivity in Babylon: that he con-
sidered that various portions of it were fulfilled in the
Maccabean age, is equally certain from the use which he
malkes of the book ; and he clearly expected that these
statements which he makes would be received by his
readers, the Jews in general. Whatever, then, may be
the time in which this author lived, the book of Daniel
had previously obtained its curreney as an accredited book.,

If it had been a forgery of the days of the Maccabees,
intended to encourage the Jewsin their contentions with
the Seleucida, would not this author have been aware of
the fact ? He shows a close acquaintance with the events
which he records, and even speaks of some of them so
much in the way of allusion and mere indication, as to
pre-suppose that, in the age in which he wrote, the events
were yet familiar. And so they well might be; for
when did this author live ? He carries on the history to
the death of Simon, the last surviving brother of Judas
Macecabzeus, B.c. 135; and then alludes to some of the
actions of his son and successor, John Hyrcanus, B.c. 135
—107, referring for the rest to the book of his high-
priesthood. Hence it seems as if John Hyrcanus was
still alive when this author wrote, otherwise some allu-
sion to his death and succeessor might have been expec-
ted* We may thus, I believe, regard this book as older

thus the use that it makes of the LXX. of Daniel, is a good proof of the
carly execution and reception of that version of this prophet.

*"Several parts of the book exhibit a different tone of thought from‘thnt
which prevailed amongst the Jews after the Asmonean high-priestly princes
had assumed the diadem and the kingly title. Thus, inii. 67, Mattathias
says, ** David by his mercy obtained the inheritance of the throne of the
kingdom for ever.”” Immediately after the death of John Hyrcanus, his
descendants forgot that the crown of Israel could ouly belong to the house
of David: his son Aristobulus (p.c. 107-6) assumcd the neme and diadem
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than B.c. 107. Those who think it more recent, consider
that it was but a little subsequent to the death of John
Hyrcanus ; so that even on that supposition it belongs to
a period but a little removed from the Maccabean wars
which it records.

Judas Maccabzus purged the Temple and instituted
the Feast of Dedication (which our Lord vouchsafed to
observe), B.c. 165,—that is but fifty-cight years prior to
the death of John Hyrcanus: Simon, the survivor of
the brethren, died B.c. 135, which leaves an interval of
but fwenty-eight years on to the time of the death of his
son. Thus, if the book of Daniel were a Maccabean
forgery, it must bave been written but fifty-eight years,
at the utmost, before the death of John Hyrcanus,—
and must bave come into general use and reception
within twenty-eight years of the death of the last of
those brethren, while his son and other contemporaries
were yet alive.

All this would present many difficulties to be solved,
even if it were supported by evidence, which it is not.
‘We should have to suppose that the Jews were exceed-
ingly lax and careless as to what books they received as
authoritative Scripture; whereas, the fact was noto-
riously the reverse: it was because of their adherence
to Scripture that they suffered under the persecution of
Antiochus. We should have to cxplain how the Jews
in Jerusalem were persuaded by some unknown author
that this book which he had written was an ancient

of king, and thus transmitted the titlo and power to his brother Alexander
Jannwcus %n.c. 106-79) : the contentions of whose sons, Hyreanus and Aris-
tobulus I1., led to the taking of Jernsalem by Pompey (n.c. 63) and to the
risc of the Herodian family. The last of the Maccabean house who bore
the kingly title was Antigonus, son of Aristobulus II. (u.c. 40—37), the
great-grandson of John Hyreanus: he was executed at Antioch, by order
of Marcus Antonius, like a common malefactor, with the lictor's axe.

Q2
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work, and %ow it could have been thus introduced to
their attention. There would be other difficulties behind ;
for there were still Jews in Babylonia (as well as in other
countries) with whom thosc of the Holy Land had
intercourse (as we sce in Josephus) from time to time:
how could 7icy be brought to receive this book as an
ancient prophecy, if it had indeed been a recent forgery ?

The continued dissensions of the Pharisees and Saddu-
cees sprung up in the days of John Hyrcanus (if not
before) : this division among the Jews was a guarantee
against either party introducing any new book as a part
of holy Scripture. If it were proved that the Saddu-
cees received only the Pentateuch as authoritative, still
they would have been a check on the Pharisees, if they
had wished to add any fresh book of prophecy, which
(on the Maccabean theory) Daniel would have been.

All the Maccabean theory of the origin of Daniel seems
to me to arise from the notion that that age, and the
period immediately succeeding, are times of which we
know so little, that anything migkt then have occurred
without our being able to prove the contrary. But, in
truth, we know the history of the Maccabean age with
particular exactness: and what we know happens to
supply distinct evidence on the very point in question.
How can we imagine that within ¢wenty-eight years (pro-
bably but Zalf as long) all memory of facts was so
utterly effaced, that a recent book passed current as an
ancient prophecy ?

We may well ask, How could this be ? and especially
so, when we remember what pains the Jews have taken
to preserve in the Feast of Dedication the memory of the
Maccabean deliverance. This feast connects the Jew of
the present day with the deeds of Judas: how much
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more must it have done this while there were yet living
the elders, in whose days these things had been wrought ?
The thanksgiving used still in this feast by the Jews ap-
pears itself to be a production of that very age; for it
contains the expression, “Thou hast wrought for thy
people Israel great salvation and deliverance, as it is this
day,’—words only fitting a time when the fruits of the
Maccabean struggle were still enjoyed by the people of
the Jews as mercies in all their freshness.*

Thus the notion of objecting hypothetists, that the
Maccabean period was one of such uncertainty, and that
its events were so little remembered, that a spurious
book might easily be received as genuine, is singularly
at variance with the facts of the case. It was an epoch
to which peculiar attention was directed, both at the

# In Mr. De Sola’s translation of the Jewish prayers, the expression
7117 DD is rendered, “on that day’'—(‘‘ thou didst work a great salva-
tion and redemption for thy people Isracl on that day’’); this, however, is
entirely eontrary to the meaning and biblical use of the words.

This thanksgiving is thus apparently a production of that age,—used then,
in our Lord’s days, and still, in the commemorative Feast of Dedication.
The beginping of the words then used is connected with a prefatory thanks-
giving in daily use, in which various mercies are recounted :—

““[We will thank thee] for the signs, the deliverances, for the mighty
acts, and for the salvations, and for the wonders, and for the consolations,
which thou wroughtest for our fathers in those days and at this scason.

“In the days of Mattathias the son of Johanan the high-priest [referring
probably to Mattathias's ancestor, Johanan the father of Jaddua], the Asmo-
nean and his sons, when the wicked kingdom of Greece stood up against thy
people Israel to cause them to forget thy law, and to transgress the statutes
in which thou delightest : thou, in thy great mercics, didst stand up for them
in the time of their trouble; thou didst plead their cause ; thon didst vindicate
their right ; thou didst avenge their wrongs ; thon didst deliver up the mighty
ones into the hand of the weak, and multitudes into the hands of the few,
and the wicked into the band of the righteous, and the defiled into the hand
of the pure, and the proud into the hand of those who upheld thy law. And
thou didst meke for thyself in thy world a great and holy name ; and thou
didst work great salvation and deliverance for thy people Israel, as 1T 18
TH1S DAY. Andafterwards thy children entered into the oracle of thy house,
and cleansed thy temple, and purged thy sanctuary, and lighted the lamps
in the courts of thy holiness, and appointed these eight days with praise and
with thanksgiving. As thou wroughtest sigus and wonders for them, so
wvill we give thanks to thy great namec. Sclah.”
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time and in later ages. And be it remembered, that the
period alleged to be so obscure, in which the book of
Daniel was (according to the suppositions brought for-
ward) introduced into general use, is limited to the
sovercignty and high-priesthood of John Hyrcanus—a
period not greater than that from the death of Napoleon,
at St. Helena, to the time when the supreme power in
France had passed into the hands of his nephew. A
comparison of this period with a similar space of time in
our own days, makes us feel the futility of imagining
that so small an interval was enough to envelop such a
notorious fact as the reception or non-reception of a book
of Scripture in obscurity.

Thus the first book of Maccabees is evidence to us of
the completest kind, that the book of Daniel was, in the
Maccabean age itself, received and used as being what it
professed,—an authoritative revelation given to the
prophet of God in Babylon.

But we can go yet farther: the first book of Maccabees
recognises the existence and common knowledge of the
book of Daniel prior to the death of Antiochus
Epiphanes, and the re-cleansing of the Temple. In
chapter ii., it speaks of the death of Mattathias, the
father of Judas and his brethren, and how in that hour
he gave a charge to hissons to be zealous for the Law of
God : in doing this, he draws examples from the saints.
of the Old Testament,—Abraham, Joseph, Phinehas their
ancestor, Joshua, Caleb, David, and Elijah who was
zealous for the law, and was received up into heaven.
He then continues—* Ananias, Asarias, Misael, believing,
were saved from the flame : Daniel in his simplicity was.
delivered jfrom the mouth of the lons. And thus under-
stand in every generation, that all who hope in Him
shall not be feeble. And fear ye not the words. of a



RECEIVED BY THE JEWS, 231

sinful man; for his glory is for the dunghill and for
worms. To-day he shall arise, and to-morrow he shall
not be found; for he shall return to his dust, and his
thought perisheth”—(verses 59—63).

It may be said that we have no certainty that the
writer of this book has faithfully recorded the speech
of the dying Mattathias: he may have put expressions
into the mouth of the Asmonean patriarch, according to
his own notions of the historical examples which might
be suitably brought forward under the circumstances.
Let this objection have its full weight ; and even then
we see that the author of the book considered that, in
B.C. 166 (not more than sixty years before he wrote),
Daniel was a book of Scripture so well known, that
examples might be taken from it to conclude a list which
began with Genesis. He never would have put into the
mouth of the dying priest sentiments and allusions
altogether incongruous, and which must have been tnown
to be such by those for whom he wrote.

It is, however, difficult to suppose that the speech of
Mattathias is the invention of the author of the book : it
is characterised by that gravity and sobriety of state-
ment which seem to mark it as real history; and this
narrative was written, be it remembered, in the days of
the grandson of the Asmonean patriarch.

Thus the first book of Maccabees supplies simple evi-
dence that the prophecy of Daniel was a well-known
and accredited document prior to the Maccabean days in
which some would place it.

This might be considered as enough evidence : in com-
mon cases, if we find that a document has been ac-
credited for being what it professes, so long, that
memory or record can testify nothing to the contrary
then the document is received as bearing cvidence of its
own origin.
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Did the Jews, prior to the Maccabcan age, receive
books which professed to contain holy Scripture lightly
and unadvisedly ? Let the persecution of Antiochus,
during which they so clave to the law of Moses, bear
witness to their adherence to their own Secriptures: let
their conduct wherever found, in their dispersions, attest
the same thing. They hold fast, and have held fast, the
same collection of sacred books, to which they have
added no others, even though they have introduced so
many disfiguring traditions.

The book of Daniel professes to be written by Daniel
in the captivity : it contains the mention of events which,
if true, must have been of public notoriety amongst all
the Jews in Babylon. Did #hey accredit Daniel as a
prophet, and did they receive his book as a divine
prophecy ? If they did, then there is an end of the whole
matter. But if the reception of the book of Daniel was
a later thing, how did it take place ? Was it first known
and received by the Jews of Jerusalem, at an age subse-
quent to that of the prophet ? If so, how did the Jews of
the dispersions regard it ? Did those of Babylonia con-
demn it or attest it? With Babylonia the returned
exiles had habitual intercourse for ages;* and Jews of
of that region had much to do (as we see in the cases of
Ezra and Nchemiah) with the reforms carried on

* Thus, after Antigonus, the last Asmonean who united the Aaronic high-
priesthood with that kingship which the family of David alone could ¢laim,
was ignominiously beheaded at Antioch, Herod (n.c. 36) bestowed tho office -
of high-priest on Ananelus, an obscure priest whom he sent for from Baby-
lon to receive theoffice (Josephus, Ant. Jud., lib. xv. 2,3). This Ananelus
was descended from the priests who had remained in the captivity; and it
is evident that the Jews must have well known the circumstances, and even
genealogies, of their brethren on the Euphrates ; otherwise they would never
have owned Ananclus—the descendant of those who had been deported five
centuries and a half before. So far from objecting to the appointment of
this priest from Babylon, the Jews objected to his subsequent deprivation.
Thus the children of Israel in the different countries must have been well
acquainted with the things that related to one another.
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amongst the returned Jews. Thus, if the book were
first received in Babylon, it must have been by those
who would at once check any forgery in the matter ;—if
in Jerusalem, then the Babylonian Jews would have
been witnesses for or against its claims.

But, in fact, this leads the inquiry to the common
grounds on which we prove the transmission of any an-
cient books or ancient monuments whatever. If any
book is spoken of in the first place where it is mentioned
as a known and authentic writing, the presumption is
always considered to be in its favour, even though there
isno prior proof of its existence. This presumption is
considerably strengthened if the writing is mentioned as
well known, and especially if it is spoken of under circum-
stances which incidentally prove this to be the case. A
further corroboration is afforded if it is not the property
of any individual merely, but of a community who guard
it as an authoritative document: we then possess that
sort of external evidence which leads us to examine the
writing itself, and to see by whom it professes to be
written, and when.

Having done this, if we find that it claims to proceed
from an author, who would, from the circumstances of
the case, be well known by the community who possess
the writing, we have reasonable grounds for receiving it
as being what it claims to be. The burden of proof
then, rests wholly on those who deny the authenticity.

And thus it is with the book of Daniel: it was re-
ceived (as I have shown) in the Maccabean age, as a
writing previously received, well known, and accredited ;
the persons in whose hands it was, were the Jews at
large, who must have Znoun that the appeals made in
the first book of Maccabees, were to a publicly-accredited
book of Scripture. Thus, in the proper custody, there
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was this book in existence, which must, according to al}
principles of historic proof, be admitted to give its own
testimony, quantum caleat. It professes to be written by
a prophet in Babylon, whose mission was connected with
remarlkable miracles: the community which received
this book must have known from whence it came into
their hands, and thus they must have known whether it
possessed claims on their attention or not. And if no
point of time can be assigned as that at which the Jews
first received the book of this prophet posterior to his
own age, we must embrace the conclusion that fiom his
oicn time and onward they had always possessed it.

An ancient monument must always be allowed to speak
for itself : if proof be required that it 7s ancient, let that
be given, and then let the monument be listened to as
to all that it has to say of its own origin; it is thus that
we obtain many valuable points of historic evidence.

Thus, the inscription on the arch of Titus is,—

SENATVS
POPVLVSQVE.ROMANVS
DIVO. TITO.DIVI.VESPASIANI.F.

VESPASIANO.AUGUSTO.
and it is of deep interest to us, connected as it is with
the destruction of Jerusalem, and with the carrying away
of the holy vessels of the Temple, depicted on the edifice.
We do not raise any question about fraud or deception :*
we receive the evidence as trustworthy. We might find
difficulty in proving that this arch s that erected in
honour of Titus, in the same way that we might prove a
contemporary event ; but we take the inscription itself,

% Are there, then, no forged inscriptions? Have no antiquaries been
deceived by such means ? Of course such impositions have been practised ;
but this proves the general principle of evidence, instead of invalidating it.
If ancient inacriptions bad not been admitted as carrying with them much
weight of evidence, forgerics would not have been attempted. "The existence
of counterfeit coin proves that coins in general pass current a8 genwine.
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standing on a public edifice, as proof of the fact;—and
a good proof it is, not only as carrying moral conviction,
but even as legal evidence.

It might be said that we know ¢raditionally that this
is the arch of Titus, and that thus all our belief isa
mere tradition. *“ Tradition” is a term used in many
senses :—if any one could prove #radition of « fuct, then
we should receive such a fact as undoubted; but if it
means something vague and baseless, then it has nothing
to do with the matter. The common publicity of the
fact that this is the arch of Titus, accords with the in-
scription, and the publicity of the inscription, from early
ages, is a voucher for its correctness. If there be an
accordant tradition, it is known to be true by the evi-
dence of the monument itself ; if there be a discordant
tradition, the same evidence would cause it to be at once
rejected.

Thus, with regard to a sepulchral monument a few
miles north of Rome, seen by a traveller, on the Florence
road, as he approaches the Tiber and the Milvian bridge
(Ponte Molle); this monument is Aabitually pointed out
as the sepulchre of Nero, and many who hear this in
passing by, record it as a fact in their memories or their
note-bools ;—if, however, they read the inscription, they
would at once see that it marks, in fact, the burial-place
of Publius Vibius, and not of that Roman cmperor who
first stirred up persecution against the Christians.
Tradition is here wholly in fault. Again, the name of
Temple of Concord was long applied to a ruin of which
cight Ionic eolumns stand in the Roman Forum ; but in
recent years two inscriptions have been discovered which
show that that name rightly belongs to another edifice
of which the pavement alone remains. The discovery
of these inscriptions, previously unknown, is considered
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to be a sufficient proof. So, too, in the case of the pillar
standing in the midst of the Roman Forum, which was
for ages, “ the nameless column with the buried base”;
for there modern excavations have uncovered the base,
and exhibited the inscription, showing that it was erected
A.D. 608, in honour of the Emperor Phocas. It is thus
that we arrive at certainty on historical facts, as trans-
mitted or as discovered,—as previously believed or
previously unguessed.

Exactly the same is it with regard to the transmis-
sion or tradition of ancient books, Many a work has
come to light and is received by all, simply on the
grounds of discovery, and of the uncontradicted testimony
which it bears to itself. Thus, in the last century, when
Muratori discovered, in the Ambrosian library at Milan,
a fragment in Latin on the canon of the New Testa-
ment, it was at once received as a genuine work of
the second century: the nature of the case precluded
imposture, and the incidental allusions proved the
writer to have lived about A.n. 140. When' there was
discovered in the Bibliothéque du Roi, at Paris, a
document relating to Ulphilas, the Gothic bishop and
translator of the Scripture into that language, it was
at once admitted as possessed of historic importance,
as a genuine monument of the fourth century.*

If this is the case with regard to works previously
unknown, how much more must it be so as to a
writing received and possessed by a community ? The
¢radition or transmission of a book which professes to
be by a certain author, and which does not come

% See Waitz, Ocber das Leben und die Lehre des Ulfila. The document
to which I have referred above, is written in the margin of the Latin MS.,
No. 594, in the Bibliothéque du Roi. Its discovery has served to correct
many mistakes as to the date of the Gothic bishop, and as to many of his
aclions and the doctrines which he held. It is evidently the work of some
contemporary of his.
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forth to light from a secret hiding-place, but at the
first point at which it is mentioned in extant docu-
ments was well and widely known, is the strongest
evidence which the case admits, that the book is true
in its profession,—that it is in fact the work of the
author whose name it bears. To reject this testimony
would be to adopt the wildest scepticism, and that
with regard not only to Scripture, but also all the
literary remains of antiquity. The argument may be
summed up in a few words: books exist, professing to
be the works of certain authors; they have been
transmitted as such from ancient days; and thus the
profession must either be true, or else we should have
to account both for the existence of the books, and
also for the false opinions which have obtained cur-
rency respecting them. We might as well doubt the
genuineness of ancient inscribed edifices, as of books
thus transmitted, which carry on their own face a certifi-
cate of their origin.

Thus may we take our stand at the Maccabean age,
and look backward at the transmission of the book of
Daniel. If not genuine, was it forged in the age im-
mediately subsequent to that to which it professes to
belong? If so, there werc contemporary witnesses to
prevent its reception by disproving its claims. Or, was
it introduced in a later age? Then, it would have been
impossible for the perpetrators of the fraud (if such a
word may be here used even hypothetically), to persuade
the Jews alike of Jerusalem, Babylon, and Alexandria,
that #2is had been one of their sacred books from the tinme
of Zerubbabel and the building of the second Temple.

When a book, at a given time, is prored to have been
regarded as the work of a certain author, or as possessed
of a great antiquity, otherwisc undefined, we must look
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at ¢ts own claims, which in such circumstances possess a
primary weight of evidence, just like that of a monu-
mental inscription.

Thus the profession of the author of the book that he
was Danicl—a prophet in the Babylonish captivity—is
primd facie proof that this is the fact; the onus probandi
may be fairly thrown on those who would deny it. If
this be not admitted, then we shall be guilty of treating
this book (well known by a community scattered through
many lands), with less consideration than we bestow
upon writings of whose origin and early reception we
know scarcely anything.

He who would disprove the evidence of the author of
the book, must either do so on internal grounds (and
those not of mere surmise, but of a positive character),
or else he must show that in some marvellous manner
the Jews were led to accredit this book with its professed
authorship and its exalted claims.

This is not a case like that of the book in the Apo-
crypha, called Baruch ; which, although professing to be
by Baruch, the companion of Jeremiah, never was
accredited as such by the Jews, and can also be proved
not to be such, on internal and unquestionable grounds.
So that the same principles of transmissive evidence
enable us to sift the claims which the inscribed title of a
work may advance, and to accept or reject them as may
be needful in arriving at the truth.

In looking hack at the age when the author of Daniel
professes to have lived, we find independent evidence
that such a name and person were then known. In
Ezekiel, chapter xiv., the name of Daniel is twice men-
tioned : in the communication of God to the prophet, He
says, “ When the land sinneth against me by trespassing
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grievously . . . though these three men, Noah, Daniel,
and Job, were in it, they should deliver but their own
souls by their righteousness, saith the Lord God” (verse
14, so also verse 20). It appears to be assumed that
these three were well-known persons. Noah, found alone
righteous in his generation, was one whose name and
actions were familiar to every reader of Scripture: so
too Job, who was upright, so that there was none like
him in the earth: the introduction of Daniel between
the other two, is proof that there was at some earlier age,
or else in the time of Ezekiel himself, a servant of God
so called, of eminent holiness. He must, too, have been
a well-known person, for such objects alone can be rightly
used as standards of comparison. But we find no Daniel
recorded in earlier ages; hence we must conclude that
Ezekiel had one as a well-known contemporary. In
chapter xxvii. of Tzekiel, we find Daniel again used as a
standard of comparison. In verse 3, the Lord says to
the “Prince of Tyrus,” “ Behold, thou art wiser than
Daniel ; there is no secret that they can hide from thee.”
Thus we find that the Daniel recognised in Ezekiel was
pre-eminent in holiness, and also one to whom secret
things were especially made known.

Thus, in or before the days when Daniel the writer
professes to have lived, there was a well-known Daniel
possessed of the soral characteristics of that prophet in
chapter i, and spiritually endowed, as he is said to be, in
chapter ii. And as no such previous Daniel is recorded,
we must conclude that he belonged to the time of the
captivity, so that the Daniel mentioned in Ezekicl, and
Daniel the author of the book, are also professedly of the
same age. But in Ezekiel's days we find no trace of any
other Daniel, except the author. Thus, we have proof
that there was an eminent Israclite called Daniel—a rcal,



240 THE SEPTUAGINT VERSION.

well-known person—with whom the author of the book
identifies himself. The reception of the book of Daniel,
by the Jews as a body, sanctions thisidentification : they
must have known whether it was really written by this
well-known person or not.

The undesignedness of the coincidence between Ezelkiel
and Daniel is shown by the former not speaking of Daniel
as a writer, though indicating his character, and by his re-
ferring only to those things now found in his book, which
are earlier in date than the time when Ezekiel wrote.

A reference to the Septuagint version of the Old Testa-
ment, and the place of Daniel in that translation, is need-
ful, in order fully to investigate the subject; while, in so
doing, it must be fully admitted that some of the obscurity
which rests on the ancient versions in general, still broods
over the LXX.

It is a demonstrated fact, that this version of the Old
Testament was commenced before the year 285 B.c., and
that whether all the books were executed about the same
time, or at a considerable interval, yet that the work of
translation went on until all the sacred books, received
alike by the Jews of Jerusalem and Alexandria, were
turned into Greek.

The mere fact that Daniel takes its place as part of this
version, is an important point in the history of the trans-
mission of the book. It shows how fully it must have
been received by the Jewish community at large ; and be
it remembered that the separation of the Jews was an
event long prior to the Maccabean times. Indeed, it is
highly probable that the version of Daniel was anterior to
that epoch ; at all events, the translator of Ecclesiasticus
(who lived on the latest supposition at that time) speaks
of the books of Seripture in general as translated into
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Greek : he even notices the imperfections of the Greek
version ; and thus it is needless to consider that the real
LXX. of Daniel was a production of a subsequent time,
on account of its being so defective as a translation.*

* We derive our knowledge of the authorship, etc., of Ecclesiasticus from
the prologue of the Greek translator. He says that the book was written hy
Jesus, his grandfather, in Hebrew, and that he had turned it into Greek.
There is one note of time from which we might draw a conclusion us to the
age in which either the author or translator lived. He says, 'Ev ydp T
6ydée xai Tpiakoory irer imi Tov Ebepyirov BaoiNéwc wapayevnbeic sl
Aiyvmrowv: this appears to have been in general translated, ¢ For when I
came into Egypt in the thirty-eighth year of Ptolemy Euergetes’’:—and,
then, as the Egyptian king of tbat name reigned for but twenty-five years,
B.C. 247—222, it has been supposed that Ptolemy Physcon (also called by
some Euergetes) was intended, to whose reign the number of thirty-eight
might (it has been supposed) be adapted. The actual reign of Ptolemy
Physcon, after the death of his brother Ptolemy Philometor, in B.c. 145,
lasted but twenty-nine years; unless, therefore, some other commencement
of his reign be reckoned from, it will not meet the term of thirty-eight
years: hence, the calculation has been made from n.c. 170, when Antiochus
Epiphanes made Ptolemy Philometor prisoner, and the Alexandrians set up
Physcon as king,—an event which led to many subsequent wars. In this
manner the translator of Ecclesiasticus is supposed to refer to the year s.c.
132, being the fourteenth of Physcon’s actual reign. The translator's grand-
father, who wrote the book, has been placed about fifty years earlier.

But is the above rendering the simple meaning of the Greek sentence ?
Does it not rather signify, *“ When I came into Egypt in [xy] thirty-eighth
year, in the reign of Euergetes’ ? Thus, De Wette 1n bis {ranslation, * Als
ich nimlich in [meinem] acht und dreissigste Jahre unter der Regierung
des Konigs Evergetes nach Aegypten kam ' —(in his * Einleitung,’’ § 316,
however, he says,—* Die Angabe des Lebensjahres weder deutlich noch
passend ist’’). This rendering certainly gives, what seems to me, the pur-
port of the passage; and, if so, it is needless to place the translator under
the reign of Physcon. I am thus inclined to believe that the book of
Ecclesinsticus was translated in the reign of the king commonly known as
Ptolemy Euergetes, n.c. 247—222; and that thus it was written about fifty
yoars before, by one who hed himself been contemporary with the high-
priest, Simon the Just (v.c. 300—291), whom the author so commends
(chapter 50).

In either case, the Greek version of ‘‘ The Law, the Prophecies, and the
other Books,”’ had been cxecuted prior to the translation of Ecclesiasticus,
and the discrepancies between the Greek and the Hebrow original had
attracted attention. On the one supposition this would be about n.c, 235,
ond even on tbe other it must have been anterior to n.c. 132.

That the high-priest, Simon, n.c. 300—291, wes the one designated tie
Just, and not the later Simon, n.c, 217—196, we have proof in two passages
of Josephus :—Tekevriaavrog "Oviov Tod dpyupéwg, 6 mwaic airov Sipwy
yivera: Siddoyog, 6 kai ik atog imuhnBeic, Sid Te 7o Tpdg TOV Bedv eboeBic
xal 70 mwpdg Tovg dpodUhovg evovw, Ant. Jud. xii. 2, 4 (p. 612, Ed.

R
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Had not Daniel been known as one of the collection of
holy writings, it is inexplicable how it could have formed
a part of this ancient version. It presents to us another
channel of transmission.

An argument may be based on the imperfection of the
Greek version of Daniel as found in the real! LXX. (for
which the Church at an early period substituted that of
Theodotion); had Daniel been a recent book when the
Greek translation of it was executed, how could we sup-
pose that the meaning would have been so lost in the
version ? On the Maccabean theory, the original of Daniel,
and the Greek translation, must have been separated at
most by a very short interval, not nearly sufficient for its
meaning and phraseology to have become antiquated.

There is a narration in Josephus (Ant. Jud. xi. 8) in
which the book of Daniel is mentioned, the historic
accuracy of which has been impugned by many, not on
_positive grounds, but simply on those of doubt and diffi-
culty. He states that Alexander the Great paid a re-
markable visit to Jerusalem,with the intention of severely
‘punishing the people for adhering to their oath of fidelity
to the last Darius,—that Jaddua, the bhigh-priest, met
him at the head of a procession,—that the conqueror’s
wrath was averted, and that on his visit to the holy city,
the prophecy of Daniel was shown him, which said that
a Grecian monarch should overthrow Persia.

Whatever doubt or difficulty may be raised as to the
historic truth of this narration in all its parts, still we

Hudson). TeXevricavrog ydp *Fhealdpov, Ty dpxiepwabvay & Oef‘ac abrob
Mayacorc iXaBé ped bv carastpifavra rov Piov, 'Oviag mijy Tipiy
#8iEaro, Zipwvog vide &v rob dikaiou khybévrog. xii. 4.1 (p. 623).

This must be borne in mind, as the two high-priests of the name have
been, it secms, confounded.
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have no reason to question that this was believed as a
fact, in the first century, by the Jews; we know how re-
markably Alexander favoured the Jews—a circumstance
which must have had some cause or reason—and it is
evident that the Jews in Josephus’s days beliered that
Daniel was a book extant in the days of Alexander: this
beliof is all that I wish to press absolutely; for it shows
that they must have known that it was a book long
anterior to the days of Antiochus Epiphanes.

That Jaddua was a remarkable historic person, we have
sufficient proof in the significant fact that with him the
bistory of the Old Testament ends. The register of the
priests and Levites, inserted in the twelfth chapter of
Nehemiah, ends with him. In verses 10 and 11, the
genealogy and succession of the high-priests after the
captivity, run thus :—1. Jeshua ; 2. Joiakim ; 3. Eliashib;
4. Joiada; 5. Jonathan (called Johanan, i. q. John, verse
22, the two names being of the same import :—from a
younger son of this high-priest the Asmonean house
seems to have sprang); 6. Jaddua.

I speak of this register as being dnserfed in the book
of Nehemiah, not as intending to detract from its authority
(for I believe it to be an integral part of holy Secripture),
but simply because it was clearly not written by
Nehemiah himself, who probably did not long survive
the year B.c. 400 (if, indeed, he lived so long), and the
high-priesthood of Jaddua is placed from ».c. 341—322,
and the date of Alexander having visited the Holy Land
is B.C. 332.

It cannot be said that this register was introduced in
order that it might pass as Nehemiah’s ; there is as little
possibility of imposture, as there is in the addition of the
last chapter of Deuteronomy, where Moses himself could
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not be supposed to be the writer. Such additions to the
books of the Old Testament stand on the same ground as
to their reception, as the books which are anonymous;
we receive them as transmitted to us through the proper
channel of custody as holy Scripture.

This duly-chronicled succession of high-priests, and of
contemporary Levites, is a guard, up to that time, against
the reception of Daniel, or any other book, if spurious, as
part of holy Scripture: and Josephus shows that the
Jews believed that Daniel was known and used by
Jaddua himself. ’

Neh. xii. 22, also mentions Jaddua, and “the priests
to the reign of Darius the Persian.” This shows us the
time to which this register carries us on, even to the
days of Darius Codomannus, the last Persian king. It
was to him that Jaddua had sworn allegiance, and thus
he refused to break his oath, preferring rather to en-
dure the displeasure of Alexander. “ Darius the Persian”
seems to be an expression thus used after the rule of
Macedon had been set up ; otherwise the designation has
no such significance as it would have once had in those
days when it was used in opposition to Mede.

The Jewish account is, that Simon the Just (the high-
priest from B.c. 300—291) closed the canon of the Old
Testament : if this means that he finished the bools as
transmitted in one collection, it may be probable as a fact;
for that Simon the Just was the son of Onias, the son of
this Jaddua. If this account be a #radition, it is confirmed
by the fact that the Old Testament mentions persons on
to his age, and no farther: we are thus shown that the
writing of any books of the Old Testament ends in his
days, with the mention of the last Darius, and the high-
priest Jaddua, his grandfather.
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Such, then, is an outline of the external and trans-
missive proof of the genuineness of the book of Daniel :
it will be seen that we possess these grounds of evi-
dence besides what we learn authoritatively from the
New Testament.

If the genuineness of an ancient book is attacked, it
must be either on external or internal grounds. The
grounds of disproof from the former may be satisfactory,
but in general the external arguments against a book are
negative ; for they rest on the silence of those who may
be expected to mention it. Of course, we have some-
times explicit early testimony that a book doesnot really
proceed from the author whose name is attached to it;
and in such a case the evidence is positive. In general,
however, external counter testimony is only negative :
such and such writers do not mention a book, which they
must have known, had it been then in being; hence there
iy a presumption against the book which one who defends
it has to meet.

Internal grounds, however, may be wholly different ;
for the contents of a book may show that some claim
has been advanced on its behalf, which is wholly unten-
able: for instance,a book may speak of its alleged author
as already dead, or it may introduce the events and
opinions of an age altogether more recent than his time:
on such internal grounds we can at once reject the claims
made on behalf of such parts, at least, of the book. We
may possess such external proof as tolead us to pause
before we reject the book entirely, and to inquire whether
the difficulties are really such as we have supposed,
and whether the passages in which they occur are un-
doubtedly parts of the genuine text of the book.

In thus examining objections, we may find such con-
tradictions, etc., running through the whole texture of the
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work, as to show that it cannof be genuine, and that its
claims are altogether false.

Reference has been made above to the Register inserted
in Nehemiah ; this is a good illustration of the mode in
which external evidence is not invalidated by facts con-
tained in a book which, at first, might seem to contra-
dict such testimony. When, however, any addition has
been introduced into a book bond fide, it is commonly so
manifest as such, that none could imagine it to be part of
the older work, and thus no confusion arises, either as to
principles of evidence, or their application : just as the
Arch of Titus (to which I have already referred as an
illustration of Aisforic monuments), which has been repaired
in modern times, to preserve it from destruction ; where
the later stone-work is purposely so different from the
ancient, that no one could confound them, even if there
had not been a modern inscription recording the repairs.

These principles will apply not merely to authorship,
but also to other claims advanced on behalf of any book =
thus, the second book, of Maccabees is said, by the Church
of Rome, to be divinely-inspired Scripture, although the
author disclaims any such authority (xv. 38) as plainly
as words can be devised : I use this as an illustration of
wnternal disproof.

The grounds on which the book of Daniel has been
attacked are partly external, partly internal.

The external grounds are but few, and but little reliance
can be placed on them ; because the Jewish nation having
no writings extant for some centuries subsequent to the
time when the Old Testament books in general had been
written, it can excite no surprise that allusions from
writings cannot be brought forward in favour of Daniel
or other Scripture books. This silence proves nothing
and disproves nothing.
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However, it has been said that the author of Ecclesias-
ticus knew nothing of the book of Daniel ; because, in
the place in which he recounts the writers of Scripture,
he mentions the other prophets, but says not one word
about Daniel.

This may seem to be an argument of some weight : let
it, however, be examined. In the passage in question
(chapter xlix.), Jesus the son of Sirach is not recounting
the writers of his nation, but the famous men: he does
not profess (as some have seemed to assume) to give a
list of the books of the Old Testament. Let it be
granted that he might well have mentioned Daniel
amongst the other famous Israelites, but the argument
will equally apply to Ezra, of whom he says not a word.
Perhaps it may then be argued that he knew nothing of
Ezra ; but this is disproved from his mention of Nehemiah
in whose book the actions of Ezra are just as much
spoken of as in that which bears his own name.

If any reliance be placed on the silence of Jesus the
son of Sirach, it would go to disprove that any famous
Daniel ever existed ; whereas we know from Ezekiel that
there was such a Daniel; and Ezekiel, with his visions,
is mentioned in Ecclesiasticus amongst the other prophets
(xlix. 8).

Thus vain is it to rest on the negative argument drawn
from this source.

Another external objection has been grounded on the
place assigned to the book of Daniel in the Hebrew
Bible; where it stands, not amongst the prophets, but
in that part called by the Jews Y3332 I thicim, which
commence with the Psalms and end with the Chronicles.
The place of Daniel, there, is between Esther and Ezra.
‘What bearing this argument has on the question is nct
very apparent to any one who regards these Dbooks as
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being, all of them, holy Seripture : it must be supposed (as
it seems) that this place was one of less honour than
among the prophets; and the Jews must be imagined to
have placed Daniel there as a book of whose origin or
authority they were in doubt. Itis difficult to suppose
that such arguments could be seriously alleged. It may
be quite sufficient to remark that the Psalms stand in
the same division of the collection,—that the Jews, at
the Christian era (as witnessed by Josephus), considered
Danpiel as a super-eminent prophet,—that we do not
know on what principle many parts of the collections of
sacred writings were arranged,—and that Daniel stands,
after all,in a place by no means unnatural, between other
writings relating to the captivity,—and that his book is
partly historical, partly prophetic.

This place of the book of Daniel in the collection of
sacred writings may explain how Jesus the son of Sirach
omits him when speaking of the other prophets.

Such are the slender external grounds of disproof.
Will they avail anything when looked at in themselves ?
And will they not rather set off the fulness of the external
evidence in favour of Daniel, by the marked contrast ?

It is on tnfernal grounds that the objectors really rest.
It will be needless for me to touch on several of these
supposed grounds ; for they relate but little to the book
of Daniel itself, but rather to the subjective condition of
mind on the part of those who object. Thus the miracles
and prophecies are stated as grounds for rejecting the book !
This is an argument, of course, against the truth of any
such interpositions on the part of God. But how different
are the miracles in Daniel from those recounted in Jewish
legends! They stand in the same contrast as do the
miracles in the Gospels to those in the apocryphal lives of
Christ, and in the legends of saints.
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It is said that the book contains such historical errors
and contradictions as prove the writer to have lived at a
later age. But what are the grounds on which such
errors are alleged ? Every fragment of ancient history
bearing on Babylon is ransacked, and these doubtful
accounts, which present but little agreement amongst
themselves, are taken as sufficient for impugning this
book.* And so, too, as to the statements of Daniel
itself. For instance, it has been said that “the second
year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar” (chapter ii. 1) is
altogether incorrect ; since chapter i. 5 shows that #hree
years and more had elapsed since king Nebuchadnezzar
had taken Jerusalem. This shows that the «hole account
must be taken as ¢ransmitted together, and to the whole
must the principle be applied, which I call Aistoric trans-
mission. By this term I mean, that the transmission of
a document containing difficulties makes the earliest
receivers of the document, and the author himself,
vouchers that the historic difficulties, so far from being
real objections, show that those who were acquainted
with the whole of the circumstances would know that
they were no difficulties at all. I include the author as
a witness, for he would at least know what he was
writing ; and thus, if possessed of ordinary intellectual
powers, he would not go out of his way to introduce diffi-
culties. Itis true, that such things are often found in
such forged writings as are wholly weak and absurd ;
but, in a book sensibly written, with ability and intelli-
gence, like that of Daniel, it would be difficult to suppose
that the author would introduce contradictions, just to

* Those who thus impugn Danicl would often find it difficult to prove
the genuineness and trapsmission of the very authors whom they quote
against him. They have not balanced as they ought the evidence in favour
of the authors whon1 they prefer, against that in favour of the book of
Daniel, which they reject. This would have shown them thet genuine

ancient fragments have come down to us, and are receivod, on not a tithe
of the evidence which authenticates Danicl.
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puzzle the reader. The solution of the supposed diffi-
culty seems to be, that Nebuchadnezzar first ruled jointly
with his father Nabopolassar, and that his “second year”
in Daniel ii. is dated from his sole sovereignty.*

In Daniel, we find Nebuchadnezzar as king of Babylon
when the Jews were carried captives: his successor (as we
learn from other Secriptures) was Evil-Merodach, and the
last king of Babylon was Belshazzar, called in Daniel the
son (meaning, as some think, grandson)of Nebuchadnezzar.,
Then came the rule of the Medes and Persians, Darius the
Mede (Dan. vi.) possessing the kingdom, in which he was
succeeded by Cyrusthe Persian. This account of the Baby-
lonian kings appears asif it was given by one who knew
the facts ; and yet any statement in the fragments of
profane historians which might seem to contradiet it, has
been advanced as a reason for rejecting Daniel. It is
singular that Scripture statements should not be allowed
to possess equal weight with those of profane historians.
Why should we pay more implicit heed to Berosus and
Abydenust than to the author of the book of Daniel 2

# In criticism, it holds good as a sound canon, that difficulties connected
with dates and numbers are not in themselves legitimate grounds for rejecting
any document; because transcribers of numbers (just like modern composi-
tors with regard to figures) were more habitually liable to err than in any-
thing else. Few MSS. of any ancient work whatever are wholly free from
errors in this particular,

+ Bemosus was a Chaldean historian of the former part of the third cen-
tury B.c. The fragments which we have of his writings are transmitted by
means of citations in Josephus, and in the ¢ Chronicon”’ of Eusebius (Jose-
phus, Ant. Jud., Lib. I., cap. iii. 6, p. 12, Hudson ; cap. viii. 2, p. 22; Lib.
X., cap. xi. ], p. 4569 ; Cont. Apion. I., 19, 20, p. 1342—4. Euseb. Chron.,
Lib. I., cap. 1. 2, 3; cap. ii. 1, 6; cap. iv. 2 ; cap. v. 4; cap. xi. 1, seq.).

ABYDENUS was a more récent writer than Berosus, and much less worthy of
credit: the exaggeration in speaking of all Chaldean affairs is manifest
enough in Berosus, but still more so in Abydenus. The fragments which we
possess of this writer have been transmitted by Eusebius in his ¢ Preeparatio
Evangelica”” and ¢ Chronicon” (Prap. Evan. ix. 12, p. 414, d, Viger; ix.
14, p. 416, b; ix. 41, p. 456, d; Chron., Lib. I., cap. vi.. vii,, viii., ix., x., xii.)

Thus, the channels through which we know anything of tho writings of
these historians are simply Jewish and Christion: beyond this we know
nothing of the contents of their works. This shows tbat it is & most arbi-
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But are the discrepancies real ? Daniel does nof say that
other kings did not reign between Evil-Merodach and
Belshazzar : indeed, he does not mention the former of
these kings at all, although, on any hypothesis he must
have heard of him,—so vain is it to base an argument
on the silence of Daniel. There may have been other and
intermediate kings without one statement of this book
being controverted even by implication. It would be
needless to enter into a grave refutation of those who
would make difficulties and objections out of the names
which the kings bear in the book of Daniel : in Roman
history, Mastarna and Servius Tullius are one and the
same person ; so, too, Caius Octavius, Caius Julius Ceesar
Octavianus, and Augustus, are identical, as are Annius
Verissimus and Marcus Antoninus, and so (to come to
modern times) are Tamas Kouli Khan and Nadir Shah.
What wonder, then, if Daniel, writing in Babylon, used
the names by which sovereigns were best known there,
even though they possessed other designations?

In truth, the allegations of historic difficulty connected
with Daniel, though often stated as if they were strong,
fall to pieces at the first touch ; for they all rest almost
entirely on the notion that we possess independent
knowledge of the contemporary facts: a groundless
assumption such as this ought to be allowed no weight
in historical investigations,—nor would it, if Scripture
were not arraigned at the bar of (so-called) criticism.

The time has been when the silence of profane historians
bhas been used as an argument against Scripture in
general, and against the book of Daniel in particular.
Thus, it was once said, with a kind of boast, that
HERODOTUS, “ the father of history,” does not even men-

trary criticism (to use no stronger name) for any to employ the fragments
of these historians, when it is thought that they impugn the sacred narrative,
1n preference to all writers who are in accordance with it.
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tion Nebuchadnezzar; and thus it was insinuated that
cither he was a mythic person, or, at least, that the Serip-
ture accounts of him, and his greatness and conquests,
were fiction or exaggeration. Some have looked on the
wide-spread ruius on the shores of the Euphrates, around
Hillah, doubting or denying that the city to which they
belonged had really risen to its greatness under that
founder of the first monarchy of prophetic vision !

But it was reserved for our days that those heaps of
ruins should be no longer mute and silent, but that from
the sculptured stones of Egypt, from the buried palaces
of Nineveh, and from the bricks of Babylon, there should
arise a testimony to the fidelity of Scripture, in opposi-
tion to the opinions of men, or the ignorant assertions of
profane writers.

Dr. Youne was led (shall I say, by a special inter-
position of divine Providence ?) to discover, by means of
the Rosetta stone, the letters of ancient Egypt, and thus
to open the way for others to follow in reading the
records of the Patriarchal ages. More recently, three
have laboured in the Assyrian and Babylonian field ; and
thus, Colonel [now Sir Henry] Rawlinson has deciphered
the arrow-headed character, so long a mystery; while
Layard has been busied in bringing to light the long-
buried monuments of Nineveh, and Dr. Hincks has been
a successful fellow-labourer in the investigation of results
in reading inscriptions. All these discoveries have shown
that the writers of holy Scripture must have been
acquainted with facts which they state; for the same
facts are, in many cases, told us on independent grounds,
transmitted in contemporary records, though concealed
for ages. These things cannot give the Christian more
certainty than he had before, as to what is written in holy
Seripture; it does, however, supply an argument which
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ought to convince the objector that the writers of Scripture
were, at least, possessed of an acquaintance with the historic
facts to whickh they allude. And yet it may be, that some
will now believe in the ancient grandeur of Nineveh,
because of Layard’s discoveries, ignoring the fact that
this greatness, in its defail, was previously taught fully in
holy Scripture,—and there alone.

The plain of Babylon has one voice and one testimony :
the inscribed bricks, used as they are for all edifices and
for all purposes, still show whence they came; and they
tell ko was the mighty monarch who raised the build-
ings of Babylon: the inscription on them is, “ Nebuckad-
nesgsar, son of Nabopolassar.”

But Herodotus makes no mention of Nebuchadnezzar,
and ascribes the glories of Babylon to others: let this
teach caution in judging Scripture statements by what
we find in profane historians. Had Scripture been com-
posed of such materials as their narratives, we might
have found an equal absence of knowledge on such points
of history. We have sufficient data for adhering to
what Scripture says (even if we could regard it as an
ordinary book), when on historic points it seems to clash
with profane writers.

All now admit the existence and might of Nebuchad-
nezzar, and yet Herodotus knew nothing about him or-
his actions: this is a simple argument to meet some of the
false criticisms which are used to oppose Scripture by
exalting other authorities.®

* How could Herodotus, who had visited Babylon, have been ignorant on
such n point as the existence and greatness of Nebuchadnezzar? Perhaps.
his Babyloninn informant had other interests than those of setting forth the
grandeur of tho extinct Chaldean dynasty. Thus, at Paris, strangers have
beon told by Bonapartists, that edifices of tho old monarchy belong to the
time of Napoleon, whilo Bourbonists have chosen to attributo monuments of

the empiro (such, for instance, as tho church of the Madoleine) to the old
raco of monarchs.
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The allegations, then, of historical errors in Daniel,
based on the silence of other authors (of whom scarcely
one goes over the same ground), are worse than futile:
they are not casy to combat, for they are as intangible
as shadows on the wall. They are such points as the
siames of the kings mentioned in this book; the customs
spoken of as existing ; the time, etc., of Nebuchadnezzar’s
accession :—not one of which would be regarded as a
serious difficulty (or as any difficulty at all} in the case
of a profane historian.

One of these objections (and, I believe, far the strongest)
may be noticed in detail. Daniel says that Belshazzar,
the last Babylonian king, wds slin on the night of his
impious feast, and that Darius the Mede took the king-
dom. On the contrary, Berosus and Abydenus both say
that the last king, whom they call Naboneddus or
Nabonedochus, was nof killed, but that he had an honour-
able abode in Caramania assigned to him. To which
shall we give credit? Berosus says that he surrendered
eoluntarily in Borsippa after the city of Babylon was
taken ; so that this account disconnects him altogether
from the final catastrophe. Berosus and Abydenus give
us the Chaldee account, in which the downfall of the
monarchy was thus represented: the interval between
the days of Cyrus and those of the Seleucide, was quite
sufficient for a legend to assume this form ; and now that
the Persian sovereignty was fallen, it was but natural
for those stories which related to the last of a preceding
race to be revivified. In fact, this narrative about an
abode in Caramania for the king who had disappeared,
is only the same in kind as the many similar legends
which have heen connected with fallen monarchs: wit-
ness the tales respecting Don Roderick, James IV., and
Don Sebastian.
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But it may be asked, How can this Babylonian account
be refuted ?  Perhaps a direct disprogf cannot be given :
but here the two narrations stand; let them be judged
between themselves. Had Daniel been a late book, how
can we account for the writer not having inserted the
later narration of Berosus and Abydenus? And if he
gave a history differing from that current in Babylonia,
how could we imagine that the Jews of that region
would receive the narration as true ? In fact, the two
‘histories stand on their own merits; and thus, without
pressing into our service the testimony of Xenophon,
who says that the Babylonian king was killed, it may be
fairly put to the reader, whether he rejects the narrative
of Daniel in favour of those who, pro more, soften and
explain away what would be for the discredit of Baby-
lonia. Historic investigation would not hesitate in such
a case. This is at least a proof that the historic parts of
Dantel are wholly independent of the accounts which
were current in later times.

One ground of objection to the book has been based
on Greek words which it contains. These are found in the
names of musical instruments, chapter iii. 5, etc. : xifaps,
DI or ©IWNW; gapBixny, NI2D; Yrarripiov, 1UMOD;
and ovpdwria, TNEMD.  But what ground do these
afford for questioning the date or authorship ? The con-
«clusion which I should draw from their occurrence would
simply be, that such musical instruments were then
known in Babylon, as had been derived from the Greeks,
and still retained their Greek names.*

* [Fow objcetions could bo imagined so groundless and far-fetched as
those based on the names of Greek musical instruments : for this was the ago
of the Greek Lyric Poets, and of musiciansalso. Some of these had especial
connection with Babylon. Antimenidas, the brother of Alewus, ‘* hissteady
<ompanion it would seem in good or bad fortune, cntered the service of the
Babylonian Emperor, whers he distinguished himself by his valour. Alcrus
alludes, in o still extant passage, to the victory achieved by this brother
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The fact of part of Daniel being written in Chaldee
and part in Hebrew, has been made an objection. This
is most strange: the same thing is found in Ezra; and
so it rather tells in favour of Daniel than the contrary.

So, too, the impurity of the Hebrew: had the lan-
guage been such as is found in Isaiah, no doubt an
objection would have been raised from the purity of the
language being such as a Jew in Babylon could not be
expected to use.

An objection has been raised from Dan. ix. 2, where the
writer says, “ I Daniel understood dy dooks™ ; it has been
alleged that the writer evidently means by the phrase by
the books ©™0D2, the Old Testament as a collection, and
therefore he must have lived later than “the closing of
the canon.” If this objection had any meaning, it would
show that the writer of Daniel was demented : for it is.
evident that he intended his book to be received as part.
of holy Scripture. But “the Books” is not the Jewish
designation of the Old Testament, but “the writings.”
And, further, D99, @ book, in the plural, commonly means
a letter ; the only places where it is otherwise rendered
are Eec. xii. 12, “ books,” Jer. xxxii. 14, ‘“ evidences,” and
this passage in Dan. ix! Elsewhere (and it occurs
eighteen times), it is always translated in our version
quite correctly, @ letter or letters. The reference in Daniel
ix. 2 is assuredly to the letter mentioned in Jeremiah
xxix. 10.

over ¢ notable chieftain of the enemy, in a battle, probably that fought at
Carchemish, between Nebuchadmezzar and Pharach Necho. The rival
champion appears to have been a sort of Assyrian Goliath, though somewhat
inferior in stature to the Philistine giant, being described by the poet as
<but a span short of five cubitsin height.””’ MuRe, ¢ Language and Lite-
rature of Greece,” iii. 261, 2. A classical allusion is a convincing argument
to many who only feel doubt or difficulty as to statements of Holy Scripture.
They may credit Alceus, though they doubt Daniel. It is to be hoped that
the argument a8 to Greek words is a thing past.]
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Objections arising from opposition to doctrinal state-
ments I pass by, for they have no further weight than
is due to the doctrinal subjectivity of the objector. Of
course a contemner of the dogmatic teaching of Scripture
thinks that to be a sufficient ground for rejecting the
books which contain it.*

It may be needful to assure the reader that these
objections, trivial as they are, have actually been brought
forward as if they were weighty and conclusive,—as if
they would be admitted for one moment as sufficient for
rejecting any ancient writing whatever. It really seems
as if an endeavour were made to compensate in the
number of accusations for their individual weakness.
Opposers seem to have acted on the principle which
weighs with vulgar minds, eidupera fortiter, aliquid
adherebit ; if much is said on a subject, or in accusa-
tion of any person or thing, it seems to such as if
there must be something in the charges, or else so many

* There is a widespread latitudinarianism of thought, calling iteelf
enlightenment and liberality, which contemns the positive teaching of Scrip-
ture, as though it were antiquated bigotry. Hence the dislike, often
avowed and still more frequently felt, of all the doctrinal statements of
Christ and his apostles, as to the condition of man as o /os¢ sinner, and of
the oNLY way of deliverance in virtue of the merits of Christ applied to
the soul through faith. The stern reality of God’s wrath against sin is re-
jected, and the soul-reviving truth of the grace shown in the cross of Christ
does not find its true placc. Objectors to dogmatic truth in Scripture pro-
fess to recognise tke divine in man, wherever found, irrespective of all
forms of belief. Thus, the maintenance of revelation as giving us absolute
truth which condemns, as not of God, all false religions, becomes in this
point of view narrow-minded intolerance. Thus, the God of revelation is
cast off, and all that remains is some idea of vague worship to *‘ Jehovah,
Jove, or Lord” of Pope’s ¢‘Universal Praycr’’; —universal indeed; for it
is just the religion for man who belicves not in tho blood of Christ, and
forms his ideas of “ Nature’s God,”” and of human actions, from his own
95rmpt heart,—denying (as a verse of that prayer, often onutted, expresses
1t)—

* That Nature’s God can e'cr condemn
What Nature’s self inspircs.”
If wo sit in judgment on God’s revealed truth, what place is there at which
wo can peuse in our downward course ?

S
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could not be brought. Such principles are utterly at
variance with critical truth and mental rectitude.

But, it is added, that the proplhecies in Daniel prove
the book to be a forgery. How can this be? Because
(it is answered) they give a clear and distinet history
on to the time of Antiochus Epiphaunes, and then fail
entirely. This argument rests, then, on the subjective
mode in which the objector understands the prophecies.
Some have shown their supposed critical acumen, by
even pointing out in what parts of the Maccabean age
the different sections of Daniel were written; so that it
has been said that chapters i. to vi. were written while
Antiochus Epiphanes had suppressed the Jewish worship,
and his abominable idol was yet standing, and that the
rest of the book was written when Judus Maccabzxus
had purged the Temple! And all this without one tittle
of evidence! To affirm that this book belongs to the
Maccabean age, shows a sufficient boldness of assertion,
but this minuteness goes farther still. I cannot but
regard it as an instructive proof of the consequences of r¢-
jecting cvidence, that such opinions are advanced, and we
are told that they are worthy of reception witthout evidence.
Suppose we were to reject Aistory (that for instance of the
last sixty years [from 1792]), and account for the present
condition of things, politically and morally, from our
own subjective ideas of what is fitting and probable.

I do not now discuss the interpretation of Daniel up
to the time of Antiochus Epiphanes; but this assumed
theory is overturned at once and sufficiently by two
parts of Daniel.

1st. He prophecies that there should arise four great
monarchies; and he says himself that Babylon was
the first of these, and the Medo-Persian the second;
and that this second would be subverted by the first
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king of Greece, and that then a fourth would rise. It
might be plain, in the Maccabean days, that the Ro-
man power was rising into supremacy ; but still ¢¢ was
not a monarchy, and even its supremacy, as an ulti-
mate thing, was still very problematical. He further
prophecies that no other earthly kingdom would subvert
this fourth, but that it would divide into parts. All this
has been accomplished. The Roman state became a
monarchy; it subverted the subsisting parts of the
Grecian sovereignty ; but no fifth great earthly monarchy
has arisen, though repeatedly attempted ; as, for instance,
by Charlemagne, by Charles V., and in our day by
Napoleon. How could an impostor, a pseudo-Daniel of
the days of the Maccabees, know all this ?

2nd. He foretells the time when Messiah the Prince
should arise, as dated from a certain decree : now, at the
time foretold the Messiah did come ; he also foretold that
Messiah should be cut off; this, too, was accomplished ;
he then speaks of the destruction of the city, which also
took place.

These two predictions, involving many points, are
sufficient to show, 1st, that Daniel was a true prophet ;
and, 2nd, that it is not correct to make the death of An-
tiochus the last point of definite prediction in the book.

As, then, Daniel was a prophet of post-Macceabean
events, as proved by this two-fold testimony, why not
admit that the antecedent occurrences, spoken of in the
form of predictions, are also prophecies? Why not
believe this prophet when he speaks of the time when
he wrote, and the place where 2 Why suppose that truth
and imposture are most mystically combined?

Thus, then, do the arguments against the authenticity
of Daniel, whether drawn from ecxternal facts or from
s 2
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internal statements, fail in impugning the evidence that
this book was an ancient Jewish writing, known and
received as authoritative from before the Maccabean
times. The investigations of these arguments have,
however, not a mere negative value, for they lead us to
the dnternal proofs of the genuincness of the book.

A strong evidence of this kind has just been given:—
I shall not elaborate others in their detail, but I will
give the Zeads of argument, which might be dwelt on at
great length, in proof that in the book of Daniel we
have to do with that which has proceeded from no
forger’s hand.*

1. The names of kings are so introduced as to appear
as if the account proceeded from one who was familiar
with the subject, and who did not consider explanations
of who persons were, and of historic connections, to be
necessary. All these things seem to exhibit a contem-
porary writer, whose book was primarily intended for
contemporaries.

2. A forger would have been but little likely to com-
mence his book with an account of an expedition of
Nebuchadnezzar, “in the third year of Jehoiakim,”
which cannot, without difficulty, be identified with any
invasion of which we know from other sources. Togive
this introduction, was only nafural on the part of the
real Daniel.

3. A forger in the Maccabean age would hardly have
stated (i. 7) that Daniel and his companions received and
bore names taken from the idols of Babylon.

4. The omission of any reason being stated why “the

* The reader will of course sce that, in specifying this mode of proof, I
refer to the manner in which Archdeacon Dlaley, in his ¢ Horm I_’nulmw,"
demonstrated the truth of the history in the Acts, and the genuineness of
St. Paul’s Epistles. . .

The undesigned coincidence between Daniel and Ezeldel has been pointed
out above.
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portion of the king’s meat” (i. 8) would defile, is what
could not have been expected from a pseudo-Daniel.

5. The date at the beginning of chapter ii. can only be
accounted for, standing as it does without explanation, on
the supposition that all was clear to the writer, and the
original readers, from #heir knowledge of the circum-
stances.

6. In this chapter we are not told how it was that
Daniel and his fellows were not brought before the king
with the other wise men of Babylon, when yet they were
sought for to be destroyed with them. Had not this
proceeded from the genuine Daniel, more pragmatism
might have been expected.

7. So, too, in chapter iii. Daniel does not appear on the
scene at all. Had the book been forged with « purpose,
this surely would not have been the case.

8. Also, in the case of such forgery, it would be, at
least, remarkable that the three who were cast into the
furnace disappear from the scene, and that this deliver-
ance was not made the basis of a further history.

9. In chapter iv., Daniel was not called on to interpret
the king’s dream, until after the others had failed ; and
yet in chapter ii, he only had been able, in a similar case,
to reveal what the king needed. This looks more like
historic truth, leaving many things unexplained, than a
mere product of imagination.

10. Chapter v.is remarkable for the points in which it
accords with the accounts subsequently current, and for
the particulars in which it contradicts them. There isno
cxplanation who Belshazzar is, or to whom he succeeded ;
the reigns of Evil-Merodach (B.c. 562—560), his brother-
in-law Neriglissar (B.c. 559—556), and Laborosoarchod
(nine months), are passed by, and then this /st king is
introduced by a name wholly different from that which



262 INTERNAL PROOFS

he bears in profane historians. His origin, too, is here
boldly stated as being the son (or descendant) of Nebu-
chadnezzar ; while some profane historians represent him
as not allied to the royal house: would a forger have
contradicted the accounts current in his days in so marked
a manner ?

11. So, too, as to the death of this last king, which this
chapter distinctly states : would a writer of a suppositi-
tious book have introduced this, so as to differ from
Berosus and Abydenus? Would he have gone out of his
way to invent a contradiction ?

12. It would be remarkable to find a Median Darius
spoken of asruling in Babylon,—a reign almost unknown
to profane history,—unless the book was genuine and
contemporary.

13. So, too, as to the promotion of Daniel, ¢ Jew, and
one who had been high in favour with the destroyed
dynasty.

1+. Daniel was first of the three presidents, and yetin
the history, as it stands, Darius receives the presidents
and princes without Daniel, and puts forth a decree as
coming from them unitedly, of which Daniel had not
heard. This does not look like a planned fiction.

15. Daniel, in chapter viii. 2, says, “Isaw in a vision;
and it came to pass, when Isaw, that I was at Shushan, in
the palace, which is in the province of Elamn.” He docs
not explicitly state whether he was there personally or
in vision. Difficulties have been drawn from this verse,
as to whether Elam was at all under the rule of Bel-
shazzar, and thus whether Daniel could have been there
personally ; also,it has been questioned whether Shushan
(Susa) was built at that time. Are these difficulties
marks of authenticity or of imposture ?—of authenticity
which leaves points to be understood by the reader, or of
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imposture, which naturally would avoid stating anything,
without explanation, to which objection could be made ?

16. Chapter ix. contains Daniel's prayer for the re-
storation of his people: chapter x. commences with the
third year of Cyrus; and yet not a word do we find
about the restoration of Daniel's people, in the first year
of Cyrus, in answer to his prayer. This silence, as to a
leading fact, argues the real Daniel, and not an impostor.

17. The mention of superhuman powers, called the
prince of Persia and the prince of Qrecia, in chapters x.
and xi, without explanation, is an indication of the
absence of all fraudulent design. We are inclined to ask
who and what they were. These powers are able to
hinder the angel of God (or at least are permitted to do
so) for a time; and that in a book which so specially
sets forth the supremacy and omnipotence of the God of
Isracl. This has not the mark of a book constructed for
a purpose by an ingenious impostor.

These are some of the internal points which might be
made the basis of lengthened argument. The particular
passages might be greatly multiplied, and the combined
force of this kind of evidence would show, that if the
external testimony to the genuineness of Daniel be not
true, then the book presents phenomena wholly inexpli-
cable—difficultics to be accounted for, which vanish
when the truth of the received account is admitted, in
accordance with the external evidence that the book was
written by Daniel in the captivity.

The book of Daniel has been transmitted to us as one
work : the additions in the Apocrypha form no part of
the volume to which the transmissional evidence applies :
they have not come to us from what might be technically
termed the proper custody; and external and internal



2064 ALLUSIONS TO TILIS BOOK

grounds alike demand that we should reject them as
spurious legends. Not so the Hebrew and Chaldee
book.* Some, however, have sought to dicide this, and
thus to reject the first six chapters as an accretion. As
a ground for this remarkable and uncritical mode of
treating an ancient book, it has been said that Christ
and His Apostles do not, by citation, sanction the former
half of Daniel. Certainly, if this had been #rwe, and if
the canon of criticism, thus asserted, were sound, we
could prove the genuineness of scarcely any ancient hook
whatever by external testimonies. Who can expect that,
in citing a book, it must be done by making quotations
from every part? The citation of passages, and the diplo-
matic transmission of the united whole, is sufficient.
Before an objection can be grounded on the silence of
Christ and the apostles, it must first be shown that
Daniel was nof at that time a united book : if not, then
the citation of part is a sanction of the whole.

But is it ¢rwe that our Lord and His apostles have
given us no proof of their acquaintance with the former
half of Daniel? In Matt. xxi. 44, Jesus says, “ Whoso-
ever shall fall on this stone shall be broken : dut on whom-
socver it shall fall, it will grind him to powder.” What is
this last clause but an allusion of the plainest kind to
Dan. ii. 34, 35 ? Indeed, unless we saw that it was taken
from the prophet, the words would be enigmatical
Thus, our Lord knew, used, and sanctioned the former
half of Daniel.

In Heb. xi., we have the enumeration of those who
had obtained a good report through faith; amongst others,
we read in verses 33, 84, of those “who stopped the

* The apocryphal additions to Daniel have not come down to us in
Tlehrew, or as part of the Jewish Scriptures. They ure thus destitute of
all transmissional evidence. Internally they contain such statements and
contradictions as show their spurious origin.
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mouths of lions, quenched the violence of fire.” Does
not this indubitably refer to Daniel in the lions’ den
(chapter vi.), and to his three companions in the fiery
furnace (chapter iii.)? This, then, is a proof of the use
of the former half of the hook. But (it may be objected),
what sanction of its authority does such an allusion
prove? Do not the words of the next verse “others
were tortured, not accepting deliverance, that they might
obtain a better resurrection,” refer to the second book of
Maccabees ? and might not this ground of allusion (if
sound) be applied to both books equally ?

It seems to me that this passage does refer to the
narrative in the second book of Maccabees, where (in
chapter vii.) the account is given of the seven brethren
and their mother, put to death by Antiochus. The
second of the brethren (verse 9) says to the king,
“Thou, O accursed one, takest away from us this present
life, but the King of the Universe will raise us up, who
have died for his laws, to life again for ever” The
fourth Drother says (verse 14), “To be put to death by
men, is to be chosen to look onward for the hopes which
are of God, to be raised up again by Him : but for thee
there is no resurrection’ to life.”*

Thus docs the Epistle to the Hebrews recognise the
cxistence of the Maccabean narrative: are we, then, to
make more of the mode in which it refers to Daniel 2 I
reply unhesitatingly, yes; and for this simple reason,—
Daniel is a book which claims to be a divine recelation, an
allusion, therefore, to it sanctions that claim ; whereas the
second book of Maccabees eapressly disclaims inspiration
and authority; an allusion to it, therefore, could not putit
on a different ground to that which it thus takes. The

* Perhaps some of these expressions are taken from Dan. xii. 2; if so, it
is another proof that the Jews considered that the book of Daniel wus
known and used in the beginning of the Maccabean age.
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casc is just as if I were, in the samo sentence, to quote
from Secripture and from some Christian writer; the
knowledge which the reader possesses would hinder his
making any mistake. I cannot but regard it as a thing
ordered by the providence of God, that the writer of the
second of Maccabees should disclaim inspiration and
authority ; for #is prevents our making the mistake of
supposing that the book is sanctioned as divine in the
New Testament.

It is the more important to give the proofs of the
general sanction which the book of Daniel has in the
New Testament, because the form of opposition to its
authority, with which we may have the most to do in
this country, is in the way of partial attack. The New
Testament then distinctly sanctions chapters ii., iii, vi.,
vii,, and xi, besides containing many allusions to the
general phraseology : who then can refuse to receive the
entire book without first casting aside the whole of the
New Testament ? *

*We may, in this country, be in more danger from the theory which
treats the book of Daniel as if it were epurious in part, and perhaps genuine
as to the rest, from the maoner in which such a notion has been widely
circulated in a statement of the late Dr. Arnold.

He says :—** I bave long thought that the greater part of the book of
Danicl is most certainly a very late work, of the time of the Maccabees ;
and the pretended prophecy about the kings of Grecia and Persia, and of
the North and South, is mere history, like the poetical prophecies in Virgil
and elsewhere. In fact, you can trace distinctly the date when it was
written, because the events, up to the date, are given with historical
minuteness, totally unlike thoe character of real prophecy ; and keyond that
date sll is imaginary. . . . . The self-same criticiem which bas established
the authenticily of St. John’s Gospel against all questionings, does, I
think, equally prove the non-authenticity of great part of Dunjel; that
there may beé genuine fregments in it, is very likely ”—(¢* Life," vol. ii.
p. 195, 5th edition). On this passage, Mr. Pratten observes (Prefnco to
“Hengstenberg on the Genuineness of Daniel”),—*‘It is surely not
desirable that such a statement should go forth, sanctioned by a name of
no ordinary piety, candour, and judgment, without some attempt to rescue
the credit of a book of reputed holy Seripture. . . . . One circumstance i3
worthy of being noticed,—that thesc objections appear to have arisen
primarily from a previous dogmatic view. ~Just beforo the passnge quoted,
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I have, then, considered the objections made to the
genuineness of this book, and have put them in contrast
with the evidence in its favour ; and thus the conclusions
drawn on grounds of merely historic criticism, such as
may be applied to any ancient book, are, that so far from
being written in the Maccabean age, it was then known
and received as a book long accredited as being what it
professes to be,—the work of the contemporary of Nebu-
chadnezzar and Cyrus,— that its transmission is duly
vouched for, —and that the objections, whether sepa-
rately or unitedly, cannot invalidate one of the proved
points. The line of external evidence (in full accordance

it 1s said, in reference to his *Sermons on Prophecy,” ‘the points in par-
ticular, on which I did not wish to enter, if 1 could belp it, but which very
likely I shall be forced to touch on, relate to the latter chapters of Daniel,
which, if genuine, would be a clear cxception to my canon of interpretation,
as there can be no reasonable epiritual meaning made out of the kings of
the North and South.’”

It is well to see that Dr. Arnold’s judgment was formed on grounds of
personal feeling, and in order to uphold his own subjective opinions as to
what prophecy ought to be, and not on any basis of Scripture authority or
of critical evidence. True criticism would alike uphold the authority ot St.
John's Gospel and of Daniel : as to the latter, it is instructive to see how
entirely Dr. Arnold passes by the sanction which it receives from our Lord
Himself : had he remembered this, he would, I believe, have seen that his
own subjective ideas must be rejected.

In reading Dr. Arnold’s * Life,”” it seems evident that two defects in his
system of opinions led to incorrect conclusions : 1st, o want of due appre-
hension of the entire corruption of buman nature, so that he felt disappoint-
ment that ¢raining would not amend its defects: and, 2nd, an insuilicient
reverence for the plenary authority of Scripture. Had things been other-
wise, his expectations would not have becn so continually frustrated and
disappointed. I lament deeply these defects in his system: they are, I
think, instructively conpected with his rejection of Daniel —a book which
would have modifled his subjective opinions. It would be well if others in
their admiration for the cheracter and estimable qualitics of Dr. Arnold
would inquire, *‘\What were the grounds of his assertions respecting
Daniel?** instead of saying (as they often have done), ‘ If so excelicnt
and learned a person as Dr. Arnold did not own the authenticity of Daniel,
he must have had good reasons for rejecting it."”

If an opinion is stated, without any reason being assigned, it carries with
nany & far greater weight than if reasons were given: in the latter case
the reasons for the opinion are judged ; in the former, the opinion seems to
depend on some ground of unknown and indefinite importance.
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with which is the internal) is such as would aceredit any
writing of antiquity ; such is the evidence (to use the
words of Augustine), ¢ hinc dubitare dementis sit, that to
doubt would be to act the part of a madman.

Thus, as a mere historical investigation, we may be
fully satisfied with the evidence: the believer in the New
Testament, however, goes farther, for he knows that
Christ and his apostles have given a sanction far beyond
all human testimony : he will not, however, undervalue
the historie proofs, for they enable him to answer the
doubts of inquirers, and to remove difficulties from the
way of others. The historic evidence will be to him a
manifest example of the absolute accuracy of all that the
New Testament teaches: all that we learn thence must
be true; and all oppositions, direct or indirect, must
sooner or later show the weakness of those who engage
in them.

Here, then, I might conclude; for I have proved the
point under discusssion, both on historic grounds, which
sufficiently meet the understanding, and on the authority
of revelation, which is binding on the conscience. But
there is ome other theory to consider; it is, that Daniel
is indeed a divine book, rightly used as an authority in
the New Testament; but that it was given forth, not to
a prophet in Babylon, but to an inspired prophet in the
days of the Maccabees.

Thus it has been said, that it may rightly be used as
holy Scripture, and that the sanction of the New Testa-
ment must be allowed its full force. Why (it has been
asked) should it be thought unworthy of God thus to
instruct his people in Maccabean times 7—to give such
warnings against idolatry, and such declarations of the
judements against Dblaspheming persecutors, as were
most fitting in the days of Auntiochus ?
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It is important not to confound the sentiments of
others with some entirely different tone of thought:
much harm may be done by treating a peculiar theory,
however untenable, as though it were mere rationalistic
scepticism. I wish, therefore, to meet this theory, rather
as a misconception of the character, inspiration, and
authority of holy Scripture, than as counselled opposi-
tion to the revelation of God. I shall therefore first
refer to the positive grounds of feet which disprove this
theory, and then point out how such a scheme interferes
with all true notions of Secripture inspiration.

Every point already proved, which shows that Daniel
was used and known in and before Maccabean times,
meets this theory as fully as that of the rcjectors of
Daniel altogether. The question, whether it was worthy
of God to do any particular thing, calls for another
inquiry ; namely, whether He 4as so seen fit or not to do
it. Thus, on grounds already stated, we may say that
God did not see fit to give forth this portion of Seripture
in Maccabean times.

But we have further proof in refutation of ¢Ais theory.
If we admit the book to possess any authority at all,
then the writer was a prophet; as a prophet the Jews
have ever owned him, and by the name of prophet does
our Lord designate him. On this theory, then (which
professes to admit the authority of Scripture), a prophet
he certainly was. But in the Maccabean days there was no
prophet at all. When Judas Maccabzus purged the
Temple from the pollutions of Antiochus (B.c. 165), and
removed the idol which had been erccted on the altar,
“they took counsel concerning the altar of burnt-offering
which had been polluted, what they should do with it.
And they determined, with good counsel, to pull it down,
lest it should be a reproach unto them, because the
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Gentiles had defiled it: and they pulled down the altar,
and laid up the stones in the mountain of the house, in
a fitting place, until there should be a prophet to answer the
question concerning them ” (1 Mac. iv. 44—46). Twenty-
two years later (8.c. 143), when Simon, the last survivor
of the sons of Mattathias, was the chief of the Jewich
people, “it pleased the Jews, and the priests, that Simon
should be leader and high priest for ever, until there
should arise a faithful prophet” (1 Mac. xiv. 41). Thus cer-
tain it is that the Maccabean age knew of no prophet.
Nor had there been one for a long time: “There was
great tribulation in Israel, such as was not fiom the time
that no prophet appeared amongst them (1 Mae. ix. 27).

In support of this theory, it has been said that no
state or kingdom could be the subject of a prophecy,
unless it was actually existent when the prediction was
delivered. With this supposed canon another has been
conjoined, that we ought never to extend the contents of
a prophecy beyond the horizon of the prophet himself.

These canons would require progf; and, until such
proof were given, they never could be the basis of
legitimate argument:—one assumption can never
strengthen another. But these canons can be distinctly
met by Seripture, which is on this theory admissible in
proof without discussion. Now, the New Testament
tells us, as well as the Old, that prophets of God spoke
and wrote, not in their own name, or by their own
authority, but as the messengers of the Most High.
“Thus saith the Lord)” was the principle of their com-
munications. Prophecy comes then from God, who “ call-
eth things that are not as though they were,” who “seeth
the end from the beginning " ; and we have not to think
of the scope of observation before the prophet’s eye, but
of the extent of God’s prescience, unbounded like Him-
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self. He told Abraham, when he showed him the stars
of heaven, “ So shall thy seed be,” though as yet he had
no child : He anticipatively stated what should be the
history of that nation, which should spring from
Abraham, before he had even a son. He also declared
that a nation should descend from Ishmael; and He
cnabled his servant Isaac to prophesy of the future
history of the nations of Edom and Israel. Thus, even
in the early days of prophecy it had to do with nations
as yet non-existent.

The prophet's own Zorizon had little or nothing to do
with the subjects of his predictions; whoever admits
Daniel to have any authenticity whatever, might see
this; for he again and again gives predictions, which he
says that he did not understand. The measure of their
prophetic scope was not that of their personal know-
ledge, but of the mind of the Holy Ghost Himself, by
whom they were moved.

The bool of Daniel professes to be written by a prophet
in Babylon; how, then, can this profession be reconciled
with a theory which repesents it as written by a Mac-
cabean prophet,—not an impostor of that age, but a real
messenger of God ?

The mode in which this difficulty is avoided shows
the entire want of an appreciation of the reality of Serip-
ture inspiration, to which I referred above. It seems
to be thought by those who hold such theories, that a
prophet or other writer of Seripture had a kind of gencral
conmmission towrite; but that the form of what he wrote,—
the clothing of the thoughts which he had to communi-
cate,—was left wholly to his own judgment. And thus
the name of Danie/, and the Babylonian and Medo-
Persian circumstances in this book, are regarded as mere
drapery, used for a purpose;—just like the figures in a
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parable. But what in this book resembles a parable ?
If there be aught, it is the symbolic visions, first shown
and then interpreted ; but to compare the narrations of
this book to parables is wholly beside the mark. This
book is as little a parable as the miracles and teaching
of St. John’s Gospel. No doubt that in Maccabean times
this book was very valuable in sustaining the faithful
Jew to resist idolatry (the dying words of Mattathias
show this)—but its force lay in its #ruéh. It may be
said, indeed, that the occurrences did take place as nar-
rated, but that they were not writéen till the Maccabean
age; but nothing of any kind is gained by this compli-
cated theory: it would only suppose a mystic re-
inspiring of another prophet (and that in an age when
there were none) with what had been revealed to am
actual prophet some ages before, and which that actual
prophet says that %e wrote.

It is not thus that Scripture teaches. The word of
God came from him, as pure and absolute truth; and it
possesses such plenary authority as we find ascribed in
the New Testament to the Old. “ The Scripture cannot
be broken,” and “the Holy Ghost saith,” are our sure
principles of guidance in understanding Zow the word of
God is addressed to us. This could not be if a writer of
Scripture received only some general instruction fronr
God, and in all other things employed merely his own
ability and skill. This would admit of mistake and
mis-statement in all minor points.

“ All Scripture is given by inspiration of God,* and is

# To some, who are aware that much controversy has been carried on over
this text, it may eeem as if I were assuming the English version to be
correct. I do 0 assume, because the words will really bear no other ren-
dering, without violence to both sense and construction,

The other rendering proposed, which was defended by the late Dr. Pye
Smith, was,—*Every writing, divinely inspired, [is] also profitable’”; it
was thus that he avoided the difficulty which this text presented to the
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profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness; that the man of God may

theory which he maintaincd during one part of his life, in opposition to the
authority of the book of Canticles. This text, as commonly understood,
must include all Scripture, Jewish or Christian, as given by 1nspiration of
God ; and thus it precludes our forming a judgmeot whether a writing be
inspired or not, from what we may think as to its utility.

In the first place, I remark that ypagn has a technical or appropriated
meaning, so that.it cannot be rendered by merely ¢ writing "’; it means
Scripture, just as we use the word in the definite sense of koly Scripture,
and not merely something written. To make this appropriated sense
of ypag¢n yet more certain here, iepa ypdppara have been mentioned
immediately before. If it be asked why ypa¢s has notthe article here, one
veason may be that, if it had, it might be supposed that it limited the
rense to the tepd ypappara of the preceding verse, which were only the 0/
Testament; whereas the assertion is here more general, wasa ypagy, all
Scripture.  (See nlso 2 Pet. i. 20, m@ga wpognrela ypagiic.)

Why then, keeping Seripture in its appropriated sense in the translation,
may it not be rendered ¢‘ All Scripture that is divinely inspired is also use-
tul”” ? T ask, does not this rendering imply that there is some Scripture
which is not divinely inspired? Does not that idea immediately exclude
the appropriated sense of the word ? and who could nced to be told that all
divine Scripture is useful ? These rcuderings give tbe word rai an em-
phatic, not a connective, meaning; and yet it 1s an emphasis which weakena
the force of the sentence; and we may well ask, where xai can be found
as emphatic in such a position ? it would lay a stress on usefu/, and not on
the important words which follow ; as il we were to say, that it is useful
for doctrine, etc. (though perhaps not essential).

We could not think it probable that an apostlo would solemnly bring
forward a statement so meagre ; and surely we might ask for some Greek
authority for taking the words in so peculiar a manner. Dr. Pye Smith,
indeed (with whom, while liviog, I discussed this verse, in print, bringing
forward the principal points now advanced), said that he believed that no
phrase, exactly similar, could be found, and thus he alleged no authority,
scriptural or classical.

But a similar passnge, in form and construction, is found, and that in the
New Testament itself. The Holy Ghost has thus vindicated his own use of
words. The two passages may thus be looked at together : —

2 Tim. iii. 16, Masa ypagn Oedmyevaroc kai wpiXiuog, k.7.\.
Heb. iv. 13, Tlavra ¢ yvpva xai terpaynlicuéva roig dpOalpoic
avrov.

If, then, the proposed rendering of the passage in 2 Tim. were correct,
then that in Heb. iv. must be translated, ‘‘ Now all naked things are aLso
open to the eyes of Him with whom we have to do.”” Would not this
rendering refute itself ? Instead of the passage spenking of the all-scarching
character of the eye of God, it would limit him to the beholding of naked
things,—those, in fact, which are cqually exposed to the sight of man.

Also, in 1 Tim. iv. 4, Tlav «xricpa Beod, xakdv xai otdly améBAnrov,
could not be rendered ¢ Every good creature of God is aLso pothing to be
rejected.”’

T
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be perfect, throughly furnished unto good works ” (2 Tim.
iii. 16, 17). This declaration of an apostle, who was so
authoritative a teacher of the Church, that he could say,
“If any man judge himself to be a prophet or spiritual,
let him acknowledge that the things which I write unto
you are the commandments of the Lord,” is our sufficient

Efforts have been made to press the Vulzate into the defence of the above
rendering of 2 Tim. iii. 16; the common Clementine Vulgate does, indeed,
insert est after wtilis, and it also omits the xai: this last point would aid
that rendering greatly, for it would give it a better sense. Omnis Serip-
tura diviritus inspirata utilis est ad docendum. All Scripturs that is
divinely inspired is useful for instruction. There are, however, no critical
testimonics which could sanction such en omission of the xai; and even the
Vulgate itself, in the oldest and best copies (e. g. the Codex Amiatinus),
reads exactly like the Greek, Omnis Scriptura divinitus inspirata ET utilis
ad docendum. (The MS. reads thus, and not with the words transposed, as
in Tischendorf's edition of its text.)

Thus futile are the attempts to set aside tbe common rendering and
acceptation cf tbis verse. I called it, in the year 1839, ¢‘ much mis-spent
Jabour and false criticism,”” and so [ advisedly ecall it still. De Wette,
whose predilections would not bave led him to translate so as to uphold
Scripture authority too strongly (though he learned in his last years *‘ that
Jesus Christ and Him crucified was his only hope’’), rendered the verse,
« Jegliche [beilige] Schrift is Goti-begeistert und niitz zur Lehre,’” u.s.w.
‘“Every [holy] writing (or Scripture) is God-inspired, and useful for
instruction,”” ete. This, as to the main points, such as the force and use of
«ai, supports the true bearing of the passage.

Since writing the above, 1 have looked at the fourth edition of Dr. Pre
Smith’s * Seripture Testimony,”” where he notices the passage, Heb. iv. 13
(which had been pointed out as perfectly parallel to 2 Tim. iii. 16), only by
saying that *‘ the intcrvention of §i is an index to the subject on the one
band, and the predicate on the other'’;—a remaik which has no bearing
whatever on the construction, which is nof indicated by é¢, but by the force
of the whole expressicn.  Dr. Pyo Smith adds, in a note, that a friend has
pointed out to him a dissertation of Galen, entitled, “Ort dpiarog larpic xai
¢hogopde. “ A closer parallel (he says) to our passage we can scarcely
expect to find in the whole compass of Greek literature. Of its construe-
tiop, it is impossible to doubt. It is, ‘ That an accomplished physician is
also a philosopber.” But if it were rendered in the way which I am com-
pelled 10 protest against, as applied to the words of the apostle, it would
come out thus, ‘That an accomplished man is a physician and a philo-
sopher.’ "—TI only teply, that the scntences aro #ot parallel ; to make them
seem to be such, the words of Galen muwust be transposed thus, Oz iarpi¢
dptoroc xai ¢ihosopsc, and then the rendering would be, ** Tbut' [
pﬁysician is & very excellent person and a philosopher.” Dr. Pye Smith
scems to bave wholly overlooked the force of xai as standing hetwoen the
two odjectives; otherwisc he could never havo thought the words in Galen
parallel.
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warrant for maintaining Scripture inspiration as a true
doctrine in all its fulness.

“ All Scripture is divinely inspired ”: this is spoken in
immediate connection with those holy Secriptures which
are able to make wise unto salvation through faith which
13 in Christ Jesus ; and this is enough to cause us to reject
every theory which would invalidate its paramount claim.

“But (it may be asked) what ¢keory of inspiration do
you maintain ?” I answer, None : I consider inspiration
to be fact, not a theory;—a fact which makes holy
Scripture to be what it is,—the word of God (so termed by
our Lord Himself, Mark vii. 13), and not the word of man.

The inspiration of the writers of Scripture was that
power exercised over them by the Holy Ghost, which
caused the things which they wrote to be of absolute
authority. It might or might not be accompanied by
revelation of facts, or of principles of truth previously
unknown ; but, in either case, inspiration was equally
needed : for else how could a man, however holy or wise,
write authoritatively ? andjhow could he rightly know
what would be a record for the profit of God’s people in
all ages ?

“Verbal inspiration,” or the contrary, has often been
discussed ; some would confine the notion to the general
thoughts, while others would limit it yet more, applying it
only to the subject-matter. It is probable that the expres-
sion, “verbal inspiration,” would never have been used,
had not laxity of thought set itself against the plenary
character of inspiration ; and thus, when a question was
raised as to inspiration of ideas or of words, the latter
opinion -was upheld, because the inspiration of the whole
includes, of necessity, the inspiration of the parts of that
whole, and words are the only medium by which ideas
are set forth to us.

T 2
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If this were not the case, how could we use Scripture
for argument on any subject ? Should we not always
be in doubt about the words, and whether they could be
implicitly relied on? Those, however, who believe the
Bible at all, even if holding what are called “¢kcories of
inspiration,” use it in preaching, in teaching, or in con-
troversy, exactly in accordance with what is meant by
plenary verbal inspiration. Thus, the late American
Professor, Moses Stuart, in his “ Defence of the Old
Testament Canon ” (Sect. xix.), although an opposer of
verbal inspiration, argues thus against the rash presump-
tion shown by Professor Norton, in his book called the
“ Genuineness of the Gospels.” He says:—“ What shall
we say, then ? What can we say less than what the
Saviour Himself said to the Jews? ¢Had ye believed
Moses, ye would have believed me : for he wrote of me.
But if ye belicve not his WRITINGS, how shall ye believe my
words 2’ (John v. 46, 47.) The expedient to which Mr.
Norton resorts, in substituting spoke for wrote, and words
for writings, is one which shows the desperate nature of
the cause which he is labouring to defend. On this
ground no declaration of Scripture, anywhere, in any
passage, on any subject, is exempt from arbitrary altera-
tion, at the will and pleasure of every reader. Of course,
the Scripture is not the rule of our faith, but our faithis
the rule of Scripture.”

This argument of Moses Stuart’s is good and sound ;—
but observe that it all turns on the fact that the words
“vwritings ” and “ wrote ” were really authoritative : that
is to say, that the evangelist really wrote the words, as
well as expressed the ideas, which the Holy Ghost in-
tended that he should write.

As so, too, much as Dr. Pye Smith opposed verbal
inspiration in his discussion of theories, yet when arguing
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for Christian doctrine against Socinian error, he upheld
the force of words, as fully as if his theoretic opinions
had been just the contrary. Thus he argues on Gen. i.
26, “ Let us make man in our image,” making all to de-
pend on verbal exactress; and again and again does he
reprobate the mode in which Secripture had been set
aside by those who argued against its verbal force.

And thus in all legitimate discussion as to what the
writers of Scripture meant, and what the docrines are
which God has taught in his word. The insertion or
non-insertion of the article, the order of words (on which
grammatical construction so often turns)and all minutize
of language, are relied on rightly, as exhibiting the
meaning of the apostles and prophets: and this is done
quite as much by those who oppose what they call
*“ verbal inspiration,” as by those who maintain that
inspiration extends to all points and parts.

And thus do we find the Old Testament constantly
used in the New: the words are rested on as supplying
data for argument. It would be useless to multiply
instances of this, because it is clear on the very face in
almost every place in the New Testament where the Old
is quoted. The following, however, may serve as in-
stances:—"“ There is no difference between the Jew and
the Greek : for the same Lord over all is rich unto all that
call upon Him: for, WHOSOEVER shall call upon the name
of the Lord shall be saved” (Rom. x.12,13). Herc the
apostle rests so fully on the words of the quotation from
Joel ii. 32, that he authoritatively expounds wlkosoever
to include all, whether Jews or Gentiles, wlho thus call
on the Lord Jesus. Take, also, the contrasts in Gal. iii.
11, 12, where the words of the citations arc rested on
almost severally : “But that no man is justified by the
law in the sight of God, it is evident : for, the just shall
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live by FAITH (Hab. ii. 4). And the law is not of faith ;
but, The man that DOETH them shall live in them (Lev.
xviil. 5).”  So in Heb. viii. 13, “In that he saith, ¢ NEw
corvenant, he hath made the first o/d.” Thus, the one word
“new” in Jeremiah (which might easily be passed by
as a mere epithet), is the proof relied on that the former
covenant had been antiquated. “ Now, that which de-
cayeth and waxeth old is ready to vanish away.” Ina
similar manner might the Old Testament citations, in
general, be analysed so as to show their verbal force.

1t is asked, “ Are we to suppose that Scripture was
dictated, word by word, to the inspired writers ?” This
is merely an absurd representation of the mnotion of
inspiration, such as has been termed mechanical. The
Spirit of God used his servants so that they spake or
wrote, moved by Him. He who could use their lands
to write, could first inform their minds, so as to employ
them altogether in the authorship of Scripture. Just as
they were inspired to write in languages which they
knew, so might their mental powers be employed ; and
they wrote in such a manner, as was (so to speak) in
accordance with the idiosyncrasy of each. We see
quite enough difference of style; and whose is more
marked than that of David? and yet he said, “The
Spirit of the Lord spake by me, and his word was in my
tongue ” (2 Sam. xxiil. 2).

We know full well that any lew, even though but
human, must be understood according to the force of
the words, which are rightly regarded as the exponents
of ideas: so, too, the law of God engraven on stones;
for the words were there written by the finger of God.
The authority of all the Secripture, though written
through men, is as much from God as was the law.
This is what is contended for, when *verbal inspira-
tion” is maintained.
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The fact of inspiration, which we have to uphold, irre-
spective of all tkeory, is, that it is plenary in its character,
so that the ddeas are from God, though written by men,
that the phraseology in which the ideas are clothed is
precisely what He dnfended it should be, and that the
words, as written by His inspired servants, may be
rested on as.fully as being the exponents of his mind
and of the ideas which He wished to convey, as those
of a mere human author are of Ais own sentiments.

This is not at all invalidated by the character of the
contents of Scripture: in many parts it is simply an
inspired record, so that the objection falls to the ground
which some have raised by asking whether the persens,
whose speeches are recorded in Scripture, were all of
them inspired. Surely not: but the r¢cord of what was
said by idolaters, or other wicked men, or by Satan, is as
much inspired as is the record of the words of God Hlm-
self. The record of the words of Peter, when he denied
his Lord, is as much inspired as the record of his con-
fession, “ Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.”
And thus documents are inserted in Scripture (such as
the decrees of the Persian kings), not as making them
what they were not before, but simply as an authori-
tative record which God has seen fit thus to preserve
Thus, in Daniel, the fourth chapter is a decree of Nebu-
chadnezzar, introduced by the prophet.

And as to citations in the New Testament from the
‘01d, which are not unfrequently given in the rendering
of the LXX,, though often defective and imperfeet, so
far from their invalidating inspiration in its fullest sense,
they do nothing of the kind on any supposition which
admits that the inspired writers of the New Testament
wrote what the Holy Ghost intended that they should
write : thus they use the LXX,, even when not perfectly
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exact, because it was sufficiently accurate for the matter
in hand. This is the kind of honour which God has
seen fit to put on an honestly-made version of his word.

The opponents of “verbal inspiration” have often
stated a theory on the subject, and then demolished it,—
such theory being utterly opposed to the real opinions of
those who maintain the absolute inspiration of Scripture.
Thus, there has been much fighting with shadows, while
the impression on bystanders has been, that the actuality
of inspiration and its plenary character have been, in
part at least, set aside.

Dr. Pye Smith says, “ The divine influence on the mind
of the inspired writer would as certainly guide his judg-
ment and his faculty of expression to the selection of
the best and most suifable terms and phrases, as if the
words were dictated to a mere amanuensis” (Scr. Test.
vol i, p. 62). This is very much the opinion of those
who hold (what Dr. Smith rejected and condemned)
“verbal inspiration”; for “ dictation to an amanuensis’”
1s not ftheir idea; and “the selection of the most suitable
terms” is the very point which they uphold. This is
almost a concession, on Dr. Smith’s part, of the whole
question : for of what do ferms and phrases consist, but of’
words 2 and how can the ideas of a writer be known,
cxcept ex vi terminorum, from the force of the terms (i.e.
verbal expressions) used ? *

+ Some have blamed the upholders of “verbal inspiration’’ for having
expressed themselves stromgly on the subject. Where, however, the im-
portance of any point is strongly fel, the expreesion will often te strong
also. All harshnees, however, is 10 be deprecated, as being but little sub-.
gervient to the cause of truth. But, have the impugners of “verbal in-
epiration’’ never used strong language? Dr. Henderson, in & passage:
quoted approvingly by Dr. Pye Smith (Scr. Test. v. 1., p. 68), after giving:
an absurd deecription of the doctring, as if it were maintained that of dis-
cour:es, etc., each account was verbally cxact and COMVLLTE, spenks thus:
<« If the ,whole was composed ns the result of direct verbalinfusion, and the
formulas arc to be understood in the restricted sense in which they aro in--
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All, T suppose, who acknowledge divine inspiration at
all, believe .that, in many cases, the writer of Scripture
was not competent to choose words for himself. We
know that the prophets often did not understand the
predictions they delivered. In such cases it could not be
supposed that they were inspired to select the fittest
terms, but they used the fittest terms, though they under-
stood them not, because the Spirit of God gave them the
terms. In the prophecy of Caiaphas (John xi.), we find
him using words from the Holy Ghost, which he did not
comprehend as to their full import : we should thus limit
the notion of inspiration greatly, if we imagined that 2
all cases the mind of the person was primarily informed.
This seems to have been specially a mark of the inspira-
tion of the apostles, as the constituted legislators of
Christ’s Church. '

In speaking of eerbal inspiration, I wish it to be under-
stood that it is the thing, and not the ezpression, which I
would maintain : the expression has been represented as
if it implied some mere mechanical operation; while the
thing really is that “ all Scripture is given by inspiration
of God,” so that everything in it, narratives, prophecies,
citations, are such as He saw fit to be there; and the
whole,—ideas, phrases,expressions and words,—was given
forth exactly as was according to his mind and will.

terpreted by those who take this view of inspiration, we must inevitahly
abandon the consistency and TRUTH of the documents altogether. To main-
tain that the Holy Spirit might immediately inspire the different wordings,
and yet declure that they are verbally the original communications, is worse
than trifling : it is to turn the truth of God into a lie, to exposc it to the
scoff of the infidel, and to cast o stumbling-block in the way of the houest
inquirer.”

‘I'his mode of argumentation seems but little calculated to uphold the au-
thority of Scripture, ‘‘ How (I ask) can the maintenance of the belief that
tho Scripture, in all its parts, was given forth by the Spirit of Truth, Icad to
the ahandonment of tho ¢ruth of the documents altogether 2’ Can solemn
consequences be legitimately drawn from a confused description of the opi-
nions of others?
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It would be needless, in connection with this subject,
to refer to the rarious readings existing in copies of the
Scriptures, as well as in other ancient writings, were it
not that their existence has been supposed (e.g. by Drs.
Pye Smith and Henderson) to invalidate the notion of
plenary inspiration. Nothing but confusion of thought
could lead to such a conclusion : the present condition of
the text of any ancient author is no ground for conclud-
ing that he did not originally write just what he in-
tended ; it is only a reason why we should use all eritical
diligence to learn, on grounds of evidence, what were the
words and phrases which he actually wrote.

I have spoken of “theories of inspiration’ which some
have maintained ; some of these profess to define the
kind and degree of inspiration needed and possessed by
the sacred writers for the different things which they
wrote ! This has‘arisen, in part at least, from confound-
ing recelation with inspiration : the latter of these may
be accompanied by revelation or not, but inspiration is
as much needed for writing known doctrines or facts
authoritatively, as for the communication of new truth.

Of late, however, the expression “theory of inspira-
tion ” has taken a wider range: it is now used to signify
theories which exclude all »eal inspiration whatever from
the Scripture. And thus, when the importance of up-
holding the authority of Scripture is asserted, it is met by
a theory which sets that authority, as an objective truth,
wholly aside : and when an endeavour is made to show
the untenableness of such opinions, and their opposition
to the doctrinc of Scripture inspiration, it is said that
their maintainers are harshly condemned only for hold-
ing “a different theory ” of inspiration from those who
uphold the plenary authority of God in his word.

Few things rcnder the discussion of a point more
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difficult than for an innovator to use accustomed terms
in new senses, and that without plainly avowing that he
does so. Thus, when “inspiration” is used in a new
meaning, its reality is utterly set aside, although it is
not immediately apparent, from the word being retained
as a cloak for new and perversc opinions. “ A different
theory of inspiration ” is a singular manner of speaking
of a mode of excluding the Holy Ghost from the author-
ship of his own Scripture.

In a similar manner we might say, that those who
followed Absalom merely held “a ditferent theory” on
the subject of their allegiance to King David, from that
of those who accompanied him beyond Jordan.

But how far do these “ different theories of inspira-
tion” diverge? Do they recognise the fact at least of
inspiration as taught us by prophets and apostles? Far
from it: we are told of theories of the subject, which
suppose that the writers of Scripture may have made
mistakes in points of fact; and then again we hear that
if any of us now were as holy as the apostles, we might
write Scripture quite as authoritatively; that the Spirit
of God is given to believers now in the same manncr as
to the writers of Scripture; as though the distinction
were not clear between his dwelling in us and his having
inspired some for the purpose of communicating that
truth which the Church would need in all ages. Is not
this excluding énspiration altogether, and substituting
some other not very intelligible notion in its stead ?

What absolute connection is there between personal
holiness and supernatural ability to write Seripture?
Because the inspired servants of God were holy, arc we
irrationally to argue that a sufficient mcasurc of holiness
will make a man inspired? Such thoughts show that
Scripture has not been rightly regarded as jrom God,
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that it does not come from the will of man (even though
renewed by divine grace), but that it was written by the
direct operation of the Holy Ghost, put forth for that
very purpose,—a thing entirely different /% kind from his
ordinary workings.

A man’s supposed mental fitness would not constitute
him a legislator ; unless he possessed the official authority,
he could decree nothing : just so as to the communication
of authoritative teachings or records to the Church. Such
theories do indeed lower the character of Seripture
almost to the level of the writings of holy men in many
nges; and that not merely in supposed results, but in
the minds and the expressed tone of thought of those
who propound them.

It is said, indeed, “ Let it be borne in mind, that what-
ever theory of inspiration a man may hold, it does not
disqualify him from being a Christian.” A parallel
statement would be: Whatever theory of obedience to
the laws a man may hold, it does not disqualify him from
oeing a loyal and peaceable subject and citizen. Thus,
then, the followers of Absalom, of Sheba, or of Adonijah,
were not disqualified from being esteemed dutiful sub-
jects of king David. It is not for me to define how far
Christians may, in mind and theory, wander astray from
their allegiance to Christ, their Lord and King ; but this
is certain, that theories which would so depreciate the
authority of human laws would not be borne with in
any well-ordered state. If then we are not to condemn
such theories when applied to the Scripture of God in-
spired by the Holy Ghost, what real apprehension can
we have of the authority of Christ and his apostles ?
What real value can therc be for that gospel which
declares to us God’s terms of salvation through faith in
the blood of a crucified Redeemer ? Let theoretical con-
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fusion of mind be met with all gentleness ; but how can
we lead others to regard Seripture as inspired, if we con-
cede that the term ¢nspiration will apply to the modern
notions which exclude from it all objective reality? I
know that statements of the importance of the subject
arc deprecated, as if they were uncharitable in the
extreme: thus it is said on this subject, “ Shall we dis-
grace our common Christianity by taking now to per-
secution by the pen ?”—the persecution in question being
nothing but explaining the true tendency and bearing of
“the theories of inspiration” which their maintainers
demand the right of diffusing unchecked.

If it be intolerance to cleave to the truth of God, then
Yet us be intolerant. If it be bigotry to maintain that
there is no development of divine truth, but that all is
complete in holy Scripture (whether understood or not),
then let us be bigots. If it be narrowminded prejudice
to deny that modern advance in science has superseded
one point of Christian verity, then let us be obnoxious
to these and even worse charges, rather than surrender
the truth of God, rather than overlook that the true
place of Christian love is to work by truth, and by up-
holding the plenary authority and inspiration of the
word of God.

The consideration of this theory that owns the book
of Daniel to be really a divine book, but written by a
prophet in Maccabean times, has led into a kind of
digression, needful, however, in order fully to meet the
notion in question. For this opinion could only be re-
ceived by one whose views of the fact of inspiration
were either wholly indefinite or else in accordance with
some very lax theory, or by one who had never consi-
dered the bearing of Scripture inspiration on the ques-
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tion,—the point really being whether a book could be
written by a prophet in the days of Antiochus, sucl
prophet professing to live and write many ages before,
under Nebuchadnezzar and his successors,

Apply the fact of Scripture inspiration to the theory
in question, and it vanishes; for if Daniel be an inspired
book, then its statements must be received as pure truth
—the very expression of the mind and will of God who
cannot lie, who gave forth his Seripture through holy
men who spalke as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.

Thus, we find the untenableness of this theory evinced
not merely by the historic facts of the case, but also by
the very character of what holy Scripture is;—which
could not, because it is inspired, deal in such misleading
fictions as this theory supposes.

Thus, then, I have considered the theories and modes
of argumentation by which some have sought to set
aside the plain and unequivocal testimony of Christ in
favour of the book of Daniel; the whole investigation
has shown that the objections are per se untenable, so
that they must be regarded as futile, even on their own
arounds, and as mere imaginary difficulties, when set in
contrast with the authoritative warrant of Christ in the
New Testament.

It will be seen that the greater part of this investiga-
tion has been occasioned by a statement of the points of
fact which ineet the arguments of objectors; * I do not.

* 1 have given the defail of objections so far as appeared needful or da-
sirable : the reader will (if he wishes it) find them treated at great longth,
and with mich minuteness of dissertion, in Prof. Hleogstenberg’s ‘‘ Genu-
ineness of Daniel’’ (translated by B. I, Pratten; 1. and T. Clark, Edin-
hurgh, 1847). 'To speak of them in snch detail was no part of my object :
T had to establish the authenticity of Daniel as a primary point, and not
merely to discuss the theories of objectors, and to dwell on the history of
opposition to the book. Thus T pass by entirely the counter-arguments
drawn from doctrinal considerations, as they have nothing to do with the
question of definite proof. I Lave sought to state and meet all counter-
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consider such statements to be without their use, although
the Jighest ground of Christ’s authority is at last the sure
basis of truth to which we return. Let it not, then, be
supposed by any that I give up this ground of divine
authorisation because I discuss particular points that
have been raised. Whatever rests on the authority of
Scripture may be known by the Christian as being un-
conquerable truth ; so that he need not fear the force of
the arguments of cavillers, if he can meet them with the
word of God. The refutation of the theories and objec-
tions of which I have spoken, may tend to show the
sufficiency of boly Secripture for the purposes for which
it was given forth, since absolute truth concerning this.
book of Daniel is taught us by the New Testament, even
though objections are raised. Let the authority of the
revelation of God in the New Testament be first rendered
void, and then, but not till then, will such questions rest
merely on human testimony

Whoever really, through God’s grace, appreliends the
value of holy Scripture* possesses a basis of certain

arguments drawn froim points of fuct,—for these, and these alone, present
us with sometbing tangible. I have not thought it needful to give the
names of objectors ; their arguments may stand for what they are worth in
themselves. I have taken care not to state objections which have not been
actually brought forward, whether I have myself read the books throngl
or not, in which they are contained. ‘“On m’z demandé si j'ai lu moi-
mé&mo tous les livres que j'ai cités. J'ai répondu que non. Certaincment
il aurait fullu que j’eusse pass¢ une grande partie de ma vie & liro de trés
mauvais livres.” —Pascal.

* The student of holy Scripture will repeatedly find that theories which
seelc to invalidate parts of the Old Testament are set aside by the plain
authoiity of the New.

Thus, many bave chosen to deny tbat Tsa. chapters xl. to lxvi. were
really written by that prophet: they have alleged that thesc twenty-seven
chapters are moro recent by some centurics. DBut if we turn tothe New
Testament, wo find this part of the book quoted repeatedly ny Naye. Isa.
xl. 3, is so cited in Mat. iii. 3, Mwk i. 2, 3 (in critical texts), Lu. iil. 4,
etc., and Jno. i, 23. Isa. liii. 4, is quoted in Mat. viii. 17; and in Acts
viii. 28, etc., the chapter is distinctly mentioned as the writing of Isairh ;
50 also Jno. xii. 33, and Rom. x. 16. In Luko iv. 17, wo learn that Isa.
Ix. belongs reslly to tbat prophet, In Rom. x. 20, Isa.lIxv. 1, 2,is
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truth, to the security of which nothing can add. Thus
does the illiterate peasant, whose soul has been led by
God’s Spirit to receive the gospel of Christ, and who
kuows that the Old and New Testaments are the records
of the Holy Ghost, stand on a vantage-ground from which
many an erudite scholar, wise in all the wisdom of this
world, might strive in vain to dislodge him. He might
be tried and pained by the assertions which he had to

similarly quoted. These distinct statements of the New Testament are of
course decisive to him who learns simply from the word of God.

And so, too, as to the Pentateuch, which some affirm not to have been
written by Moses, but to belong to a later age. Our Lord, however, speaks
distinctly of Moses' writings in Jno. v. 46: He mentions the Law as
given through him, Jno. vii. 19, etc., Luke xxiv. 44, and He meakes specific
use of the P’entateuch as the work of Moses, in Mat. viii. 4, xix. 8, Marki.
44, vii. 10, x. 3, Luke v. 14. So, too, Peter in Acts iii. 22, and Paul in
Rom. x. 5, 19. All this is desides the passages in which ‘‘the Law of
Moses’” is simply spoken of, and the many places where the Dentateuch
is quoted without the express mention of Moses’ name. In Mark xii. 26,
and the parallel place, Luke xx. 37, there is a peculiar confirmation of the
fact that Moses was the author of the Pentateuch. In Luke our Lord
says,  Now that the dead are raised, even Moses showed at the bush, when
he calleth the Lord the God of Abraham,’’ etc. In Mark the place is
quoted in its Old Testament form, and cited from ¢‘the book of Moses,”

] am the God of Abraham,” etc. How, tben, did Moses smow this,
when (God was the speaker >—By his being tbe writer of the book in which
this declaration of God is recorded. .

Thus will a simple reception and confiding use of the New Tertament be
ibe safeguard to the Christian, whose learning goes not beyond the Bible,
against the false theories with which spurious criticism would obscure
and mutilate the Old. Thus will he be ahle at once to deny that difficulties
which human learning would bring forward can invalidate facts which
have the sanction of Christ and his apostles.

[The new attacks on the Pentateuch cause it to be of increased import-
.ance that the New Testament eanction of its authorship and authority
should be fully borne in mind. If this has its full weight, then each par-
ticular difficulty or objection will bave comparatively little force. But,
hesides the eanction found in statement and quotation, the doctrires of the
Pentateuch are equally accredited by the New Testament. The books of
Moses reveal to us the condition of man as fallen, the need of a deliverer,
the promise of such deiiverer, the mystery of substitutional and propitiatory
sacrifice, redemption by blood, and the imputation of merit which avails
before God to those who in themselves only deserve wrath. If then the
Pentateuch were not what it profesees to be, eome still greater marvel would
oe involved in such an hypothesis. It contains,in germat least, every truth
sfterwards displayed, and with it those trutbs and the whole authority of
the teaching of the Lord Jesus Cbrist must stand or full. 1863.]
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hear; he might have difficulties set before him which
in their detail he could not answer; but none of these
things would really shake his confidence if rightlyjplaced.
To remove such difficulties, and to invalidate such
assertions, has been my purpose in that part of these
remarks which treats of theories and objections.

Thus, we ‘possess absolute grounds for receiving the
book of Daniel as being the genuine work of that
prophet, and for regarding its contents as being authentic
prophecies and histories. Both points are proved on the
authority of Christ and his apostles in the New
Testament.

It will be seen that I do not take a merely apologetic
ground of defence. I did not design merely to show the
futility of objectors, and so leave the subject; but I
wished to establish the authority of this book on}inde-
pendent grounds, and not merely negatively ;—that]is,
by meeting and answering objectors. The books of holy
Scripture are to Christians the charters of their privi-
leges, the title-deeds of that inheritance, the price of
which was the blood of the Son of God: therefore, it
is not for us to defend them by merely refuting the
objectors with whom we may have to do at any given
time, but we have to take such grounds as shall uphold
their absolute authority, as looked at in themselves, and
not merely that which goes no farther than a disproof
of certain objections. I now leave the subject, trusting
that this defence may be of use in pointing out to some
Christians the definite reasons why they receive Daniel
as an authoritative book, and in enabling them to meet
the assertions which (if correct) might, in some minds,
weaken or invalidate its claim to be an integral part of
the word of God.

T
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CONCLUDING REMARKS.

IN order rightly to learn the things written for our in-
struction in the Seripture, it is needful for Christians to
mark with attention and with Spirit-taught intelligence
what the Scripture itself says. Very many of the diffi-
culties which are connected with the contents of the
word of God, arise wholly from the thoughts which
have been added to what it says, and hence there has
been a supposed obscurity about the truths there taught.

The reader of these Remarks on Daniel will, I trust,
see that everything essential for the understanding of
this portion of Scripture is to be found within the limits
of the word of God itself; and the more we can confi-
dently lay hold of this as a principle with regard even
to one book of Seripture, the more will it lead us on in
applying it to the word of God as a whole.

These “ Remarks ” arose, indeed, out of an endeavour
to use this portion of prophetic Seripture simply as
seeing what it might teach. To this end I had read the
prophetic portions of Daniel with Christians at various
places and times; and these readings, and the inquiries
and statements of difficulties which arose out of them,
had, I believe, their use in bringing before several minds
the definite clearness with which Scripture teaches.
Subsequently, I was often requested to print the sub-
stance of these Readings on Daniel; and when I was
about to go through the book again with others, as an
aid to me in writing, a Christian friend had the kindness
to take full and accurate notes of the readings. Thus,
I had placed before me memoranda of what had passed
at the time, including the difficulties which had occurred
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to particular minds, and the inquiries to which the por-
tions of Scripture led on.

With the notes so taken before me, the “ Remarks”
were drawn up : in doing this I did not confine myself
to what had been thus taken down, but I rather used
the notes as an efficient aid in bringing before me points
which needed attention, in order to meet the minds of
different readers. Thus, in using the notes, I recon-
sidered the whole of the prophecies in Daniel, and this
was my occasional occupation during a considerable
period, and in various countries : part was prepared for
publication while in England, and part in Rome,—that
city to which prophecy leads us as the centre of the
dominion of the Fourth Monarchy foretold in Daniel,
and in which the New Testament history ends. I men-
tion these particulars that the reader may know the
origin of these “ Remarks,” and how they were drawn
up in their present form, and that the subjects of which
I have treated (even when apparently digressions) are
real points which arose from inquiries, etc, in readings
on Daniel ; and also I give this information, thatall who
find my “Remarks ” to be of any assistance to them in
understanding this book, may know that they are ma-
terially indebted to that Christian friend,* whose notes
aided me so efficiently,—I might, indeed, say essentially,
—and to whom I wish thus to acknowledge my obliga-
tion.

Close and scriptural study of prophecy will be found
a powerful safegnard against mere speculation as to the
future ; for thus the Christian student will be in some

* Miss Dorotuy TREVELYAN HAYDON, to whom refercnce is here madc,
has, during the proparation of the fifth edition of this hook, fallen asleep in
Josus, June 28, 1863.—1 Thes. iv. 14, IIcr name may fitly find o place hero
as a memorial of a Christian friendship and regard of move than twenty-
-eight years’ continuance.

v 2



292 SCRIPTURATL STUDY OF PROPHECY.

measure instructed as to the mind of God relative
to coming events: in studying the prophetic word, it
is of essential importance that the outlines should be
truly and definitely known, for this alone can prevent
mistakes being made as to the application of specific
predictions. Thus it is needful to see that no promise
of universal or wide-spread blessing can be fulfilled prior
to the coming of Christ in clouds of glory, and that
nothing which speaks of the people of Christ as suffer-
ing persecution or rejection can be after that time. So,
also, if the saints are described as “reigning,” it must be
after the coming and judgment of Christ, for until then
power and anthority are not given to them: if the
nations of Israel are spoken of as scattered and cast off
— wrapped in blindness and unbelief — it must be
previous to that event.

Thus, we must learn in prophecy how to distinguish
the characteristic marks of different periods ;—else we
shall seek for the fulfilment of promises to be effected
through the preaching of the gospel and similar means,
which never can be thus accomplished. This only can
tend to disappointment, and to a feeling of painful un-
certainty as to the force of Scripture promises, in which,
indeed, there can never be anything really doubtful ; for
every promise of God is assecure as He is unchangeable,
and is confirmed in Christ his Son. Those predictions
which relate to “the Jews, the Gentiles, and the Church
of God,” must not be confounded with one another;—
otherwise we shall not discern the very bearing of the
lessons which Seripture would thus teach us.

The book of Daniel has an especial value in leading
the minds of Christian students to clear and well-de-
fined thoughts as to Gentfile prophecy, and thus it is a
key to many other parts of Scripture. We must not
look in thesec visions for defails connected with the glory
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of Christ when He shall have taken His kingdom, nor
yet for the particulars which belong to Israel’s final
forgiveness and restoration: on the contrary, here we
have everything of the outline of the prophetic history
of those ruling over the earth, up to the time when
Christ takes his kingdom, and when Israel is restored.
The prophets testified beforehand the sufferings of Christ
and the glories that should follow; but while this is
their general scope, we find different but harmonising
features of truth presented in different books; so that
here we have before us more of what is introductory to
the glory than of the glories themselves ; though just as
plainly as it is here predicted that “ Messiah shall be
cut off,” so are we also instructed as to “one like unto
the Son of Man” receiving a kingdom, and of “the
stone,” which shall fall in judgment upon the whole
fabric of Gentile power, becoming a great mountain,
and filling the whole earth.

Let the scope of prophecy be attended to, and let the
application of prophecy be learned from the Secripture
itself ; then we shall be kept from those speculations
which have so painfully hindered many from avowedly
using prophecy at all; although all Christians, who
believe that they may apply a single warning or promise
of Seripture, do this in some measure. The prophetic word
is a light shining in a dark place; but if the specula-
tions of men intervene, all on which the shadows fall is
involved in obscurity.

Whatever is learned from Seripture can never weaken
.or set aside one of those foundation truths on which the
hopes of the believer are set for time and for eternity.
Prophecy may display new details of truth, it may give
new and fuller views of the glories of Christ, it may teach
the Christian his true place in the prospect of this world’s
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Jjudgment,—Dbut it can never shake one point of those
truths which are the basis of Christian profession. I
wish to speak distinctly of this, because I know that
when any new truth is learned, there are some minds
that wish to find new truths on every possible point ;
and thus they incline to doubt or deny even the funda-
mental verities which had been previously learned.

There are points of Christian truth which ought to be
so known from the word of God as to be felt to be
beyond question or discussion. I do not speak merely
of those points which relate to the being of God, the
Trinity, the true Godhead, proper manhood (real though
sinless), and atonement of Christ, but of such also as re-
late to the application of these truths to us. Thus we
ought to hold firmly fast what the Scripture téaches as
to our condition by nature as Jost sinners, the reality of
God’s wrath against men as sinners, and the need of Ais
being reconciled to them, and the absolute truth of the
sacrifice of propitiation rendered by Christ, and the im-
putation of his righteousness to those who believe. If
any of these points are touched by those who profess to.
aim at advance in divine truth or “progress,”* then we
need not wonder if questions should be raised as to the
reality of the Church’s connection with the priesthood
and mediation of Christ, or its standing in covenant re-
lations. “Justification through faith,” the turning point
of all Christian truth in its application to our souls,
might just as well be called in question.

* Tt bhas been said by some of late that there never can be any progress
in real truth, unless we get rid of the absurd doctrine of imputation. No-
doubt it is a doctrine peculiarly adverse to the schemes of those who wish
to make men happy apart from Christ. Men say, Where is it taught in
Scripture ? We might rather ask, Where is it #o¢ taught? Every page that
alludes to the altar sending up the sweet-smelling savour of its offerings,
teaches it. Would the Scripture, which cannot lie, teach me that that
ascends for me which does not ascend for me ? and if it ascends for me, its
excellency is atiributed to me; and that is imputation.””—(‘‘ Thoughts on
parts of Leviticus,” by B. W, Newton, p. 14.)
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Scriptural study of prophecy leads to no such truth-
rejecting results. In fact we might be sure that Seripture
never could lead to doubt or denial of its own funda-
mental doctrines. Any supposed conclusions in opposi-
tion to suck truths might well lead the mind to pause,
and then to rest assured that free speculation about the
truth of God had been substituted for learning from his
word.

The belief of evangelical Protestants on fundamental
truths is clear and defined : such points may be regarded
as settled, and settled for ever. We have no occasion to
discuss over again (as though none had inquired into the
teaching of Secripture) points on which orthodox Chris-
tians have been agreed for ages, and which have been
stated in scriptural Confessions of Faith, such for
instance as the doctrinal Articles of the Church of
England, the Heidelberg Catechism, the Old Scottish,
and the Westminster Confessions.

I know that some deprecate all reference to « Creeds,
Confessions of Faith, and Articles of Religion ” (applying
to them designations such as I will not here repeat), as
if any such reference were an acknowledgment that they
possess an authority, or as though “ opinions of men were
maintained instead of the truth of God” I do not
speak of such documents as possessing authority, for that
belongs to holy Scripture alone, and its authoritative
teaching is learned from its direct statements, or else by
necessary deductions therefrom. But I do refer to
orthodox confessions of Christian doctrine as showing
the record of what holy servants of Christ, in past ages,
have believed. The Secripture is the alone standard of
appeal; but in learning from Secripture, I do not desire
to forget that the Church of God is one body dwelt in
by one Spirit, and that the communion of saints is a
truth ; so that I would gladly know what holy and in-
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telligent Christians now living have learned from the
word of God, not as deferring to their authority, but as
being willing to be shown what the Scripture teaches.
And just as I value the teaching of the living, so do I
prize the instruction given by the dead; and thus I am
glad to learn from Athanasius or Augustine, from Anselm
or Bernard, from Luther, Tyndale, or Calvin, or (in later
days) from Ussher, Owen, Bunyan, Pearson, or Romaine—
even as I would if I had lived in the days of any of
these. Granted, that in many things I differ from all or
any of these: am I, therefore, to be blind to the truths
which they held and taught? Ought I not to be thank-
ful for the instruction from Scripture, and resting on
Scripture authority alone, which I may receive through
any of Christ’s servants in past ages? And thus I have
been accustomed to refer, in common with orthodox
Christians in general, to the confessions of faith of evan-
gelical Protestants as embodying those foundation truths
of Christianity which cannot be regarded as points at all
debatable. They rest on the sure warrant of holy
Scripture, to which they direct as the source of all their
authority.

I know that it has been said, “The moment you
define, you limit : human definitions are not DIVINE IN-
FINITUDES.” The force of this argument rests entirely
in its form and seeming point; but is it soberly meant
that we are to have no definite thoughts at all about
divine truth ? A definition does se{ up a Zimit : the only
thing of which we have to be careful is, that the defi-
nitions are such as Scripture teaches, and that the limi-
tations arc such as exclude error. The early Church
had especially to combat false doctrine relative to the
Trinity and the person of Christ the Lord; and thus
in defining that the Son of God was Himself “ very God,”
“of the substance of the Father, begotten beforc the
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worlds,” it set a Zmit against the unseriptural specu-
lations of those who denied his Godhead. So, too, as to
his manhood: in defining that he was “man of the sub-
stance of his mother born in the world,” a Zimit was
marked out against those who denied the verity of his
humanity both in body and soul. The authority of all
such limitations is always the Scripture on which they
are based ; such, for instance (in the points to which I
have referred), as the distinct teaching that Christ is
“God over all, blessed for ever,” that « He took part of
the same ” “ flesh and blood ” as his “ brethren,” although
“without sin.” And so, too, at the Reformation, the
definition “that we are justified freely for Christ's sake
through faith,” was at once a limit against the endeavours
to introduce self-righteousness.

This, then, is the use which I would make of orthodox
confessions of faith; I value them as showing what
points of Christian verity have been distinctly appre-
hended ; and I would learn from them even as I would
learn from a letter, or from the spoken words of a living
Christian whom I knew and honoured.

“But (it is said) why not keep to Secripture words
simply #” Those who thus object are not themselves
accustomed so to restrict themselves ; but the real reason
is, that error commonly seeks to shelter itself behind
Scripture terms wused in new senses, and thus it is needful
occasionally so to state a definition of doctrine as shall
meet this mode of evading the force of Scripture. It
has been truly said that “definitions which were un-
known before error was introduced have become needful
from that time and onward ”; they become, in fact,
safeguards for the maintenance of Scripture truth.

It is of the deepest importance to see that therc arc
foundation truths which can never be admitted to be at
all debatable ground. Such truths should be thoroughly
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learned from Scripture; and so far from their being
invalidated by their being contained in “creeds and con-
fessions of faith,” this fact only shows how general a
thing has been their place in the apprehensions of
Christians.

The apostle tells us to be ready to give an account of
the hope that is in us: a mere stringing together of
Scripture expressions will not suffice for this: it behoves
us, therefore, to be able to give an intelligent statement of
what the Scripture teaches as the ground of Christian
confidence.* And thus the confession of our faith, even
though in our own words, or in those of Christians who
have gone before us,is our AMEN to what the Holy
Ghost has taught in the Scripture. How can any
such Amen be responded, if foundation truths are at all
involved in uncertainty ?

It has, indeed, been asked, whether an adherence to the
theological opinions which have been commonly received
is consistent with the development of truth. On this it
may be observed, that there is no development of Christian
truth, but the revelation was given perfect and complete
to the apostles of Christ, and it is written complete in
the New Testament. Thus, if the doctrines stated by
Christians in any past age are scriptural, then let them
be adhered to as they stated them ; not indeed using
them as lords over our faith, but as students of Scripture,
by whose experience we may be aided, if we believe in
the Communion of Saints as a fact. It has, indeed, been
said, that “very likely such points as the nature and

* And so, if Christians are not to express Scripture doctrines in their
own words, they cannot uphold God’s ordinances of teaching and preaching.
A mere string of texts will often edify but little, even though they may be
well chosen ; whereas, the same texts, properly explained, migbt be found
to be most valuable and profitable tcaching., This is not departing from

Scripture, but wsing Scripture, and that for the very purposes for which
God gave it forth (2 Tim. iii. 17).
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true character of divine inspiration have not been under-
stood by the good and holy men who have preceded us.”
And this has been defended by the assertion that they
were less qualified for thought or discernment than the
moderns, as “ we have the advantage of knowing all that
they thought and knew on the subject.”* If then we
have the advantzge of being able to refute all that Chris-
tians of former ages knew and held as foundation truths,
then, indeed, there would be a “development,”’—but
whether of the truth of God or of the lie of Satan is
the real and momentous question.

But can there be no progress in divine truth ? Is not
prophecy a case in point? Surely there may be progress ;
but this is not to be attained by turning our backs on
all that the babe in Christ should know of the ground
of our acceptance before God, and of the authority of
his holy word, but by knowing all foundation truths as
unquestionable, and then holding all that may afterwards
be learned in harmonious connection with them.

If we rightly learn a new truth, it will never lead us
to undervalue those previously known. And thus with
regard to prophecy ; we may learn the second advent of
Christ to be foretold as needful before any time of mil-
lennial blessing can arrive: we may apprehend some-
thing of glories which shall then come to pass; but even
if these things are new to us, or to other Christians who
have firmly held the foundation doctrines of evangelical

* It might be well asked, whether those who can thus think and write,
do really know what holy men, whose consciences were exercised about the
truth of God, did ¢/hink and Anow on fundamental doctrines. Intellectual
agutencss is a very different thing from the spiritual intelligence granted to
the prayerful and humble Christian. It is a vain thing for any to seck to.
exalt themselves by speaking in language of scorn and disparagement of the-
holy men who havo gone before us. Granted that they may bave been
iguorant of many things; if we know them at all, we know them from the
word ; and must we not say that they did use well and for God’s glory what
they had learned (whether much or little) from the same word ?
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belief, why should we undervalue truths previously
learned ? or why should we engage in a vain search for
new truths as to what the grounds of our acceptance
are,~—what the relations in which the Church stands to
God the Father, and to the Son, as redeemed by Him,
and what its connection with his atonement, priesthood,
and mediation, and with the new covenant sealed with
his blood ?

NOTE OX DR. DAVIDSOXN’S RECENT STATEMENT RESPECTING
~ THE TESTIMONY OF HIPPOLYTUS.

AvrtuoucH I have purposely abstained from entering into the detail of the
objections to Daniel brought forward during the last twelve years, most if
not all of which I bad answered by anticipation, yet when an inaccurate
statement is made with a semblance of authority, it may be right to show
that it bas not been overlooked, and that its refutation is easy and complete.

Dr. Davidson, in his recent ¢* Introduction to the Old Testament,’’ makes
the following surprising statemecnt respecting Daniel :—

“ It is incorrect to say, as Hengstenberg and many others have done, that
¢ the series of opponents to the authenticity of the book was opened by
“ Porphyry in the third century. TPorphyry was certainly o hesthen, and
‘‘ wrote against the Christian religion. Buthe was not the first impugner
¢ of Danicl. Hippolytus, a Roman hishop and orthodox Christian writer,
¢ also referred the work to the Maccahean period and Anticchus Epiphanes ;
“‘ us we know from his explanations of the book, parily Greek and partly
“¢ Syriac.” (Davidson, iii. p. 200.)

I read this eentence with astonishment;—for about eight and twenty
vears I have been familiar with Hippolytus on Daniel (as published by
Simon de Magistris at Rome in 1772), subjoined to the real LXX. of Daniel
/pp. 95—122), and nothing (I knew) could be more definite than his accept-
ance of the book as written by Daniel the prophet: in fact, Hippolytus
seems never to have heard a doubt on the matter: it wus at once clear that
Dr. Davidson had written without being himself acquainted with Hippolytus
as a writer. In a footnote he seems to throw on another the responsibility
of the assertion : he saye, “ See Ewald in the ¢ Gittingische Geleberte An-
zeiger, 1859 ;" pp. 270, 271."" If, then, Ewald mekes such aesertions as
Davidson says that he makes, it only shows that he, too, is unacquainted
with Hippolytus. Theussertion is utterly incorrect, whoever muy make it.
But how stand the facts ? Ewald is reviewing Lagarde's Hippolytus and his
Analecta Syriaca ; in doing this he refers to the manner in which Hippolytus
expounded Daniel, and applied portions of it to the suceessois of Alexander
in Syria and Egypt, in the same manner in which this was alterwards done
by Perphyry. Ewald is undoubtedly correct as to the fact of similar expo-
sition in part : but he might have added, that in most important results
they differ eseentially. A writer in the Journal of Sacred Literature, Jon.
18G4 (pp. 257, 283), bas done good service by bringing forward and elabo-
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rately refuting Davidson’s rash nssertion. Tho passage from Ewald on
which Davidson rests may there be seen quoted and translated (pp. 257, 8).
T looked with some curiosity at the real words of the Gottingen Professor ;
but no intimation could I thero find that he asserted that Hippolytus had
said that the book of Daniel was written in the Maccabean period. I am
indebted to the writer in the Jowrnal of Sacred Literature for calling my
attention to the subject, and especially for giving tbe words of Ewald to which
Davidson refers. How differently did Dr. Davidson write on this subject
even in 1856 :—** Christ himself recognises the prophecies of Daniel asreal
‘and true. . . .. Though he may not have purposed to appear on any occa-
sion as a critical anthority, would He have called Daniel a prophet, or have
referred to one of his predictions, if the one had been a fictitious personage,
and the other no prophecy at all ? Would he have made the mistake Him-
self ; or knowing the truth, either led others into error, or fostered them in
it ? We believe not. Neither ignorance nor error can be attributed to Him ;
nor can we think that he would bave connived at a mistake of this nature
in others.” (In Horne’s Introduction, ii. p. 917.) Davidson, then also,
most truly said of the Book of Dauiel, ¢ Porphyry, as we learn from Jerome,
denied its authenticity ; but no other opponent is known, in Christian anti-
qusty, who took the same course as he.”’ (p. 922.) Butpow he and his friends
are indignant that Mr. Walter should speak of him as haviog defended
Daniel in that work. On what ground does he now contradict his former
statement ? Not from the study of Hippolytus, * to whose remains hoth in
Greck and Syriac he refers; not from some new-found knowledge of facts,
but rimply from a misapprehended sentence of Ewald’s. This may be taken
as & warning that we should not too easily give credit to a loose assertion
that such or sucha point bas becen proved by such or such a German scholar.
In this country we are sometimes told that a point has been established by
the latest researches’’ of a German writer ; but unless the proofs are given,
it is very unsatisfactory. It sometimes may be all correct; but on the other
hand the proof may not be cogent; or it may be that the whole was mis-
apprebended by the English writer. Itis marvellous how ready some are to
credit anything which appears to cast doubt on Holy Seripture, or to charge
our Lord and His apostles with error and ignorance. What weight in such
cases is supposed to attach to some Germsn name;—far more, I expect,
than would be the case in their own country amongst able and orthodox
men. At times, however, it would be well if Eaglish writers would give
not only the names of the authors whom they follow, but also the zitles of
their books. Would thero have been the same importance in recent attacks

" As Hippolytus is montloned, and as It was the editlon of Do Lagardo of that writer
in Greek and his Analecta Syriaca which Ewald had undor revilew, it may bestated that
in “ Hippolyti Romani, quaz foruntur omnla Grace, e rocognltions P. A. do Lagarde”
(1858), there may bo found the works of that Father In a convenlent and cheap form,
1ocluding not only what is glven in the Incnnveuient edltion of Fabricius, but also many
portlons slnco brought to light. It ought, howover, to be noted that Da Lagardo
srhould have reparatod tho spurlous book Iegi tqs ouvredelas 700 kdgnov xai wepi TOU
avrexpiorov (pp. 92—123). Instead of glving it as the work of Hippolytus, which cer-
tainly it is not. Do Lagardo docs not Include tha Philosophumena, sive omnium Here-
sium Refutatio, which may bo best read lu tho Gittlngen editlon of Duncker and
Schneldowin (1859). He oxcludes tho fragment mepi yapiopdrwy (found also at tho
beginnlng of tho 8th book of the Apostollcal Constltutions), doubting apparently
whether it onght to boar his name. DBesldes tho collection of Do Lagardo, /fippolytus
s» Proverbia is glven in Mai Nova Patrum Bibliotheca, VIL. 2, pp. 71, elc. ; also a fragwment
in Psalmos, in Bandini Bibliotheca Laurentiana, i. 36. In Do Lagardoe's Analecta Syriaca,
tho fragmonts frow Hippolytus aro pp. 79—91; but thly book I3 in tho hands of vory
fow : “ Lxemplaria facta exv.” In the Journal of Sacred Literature tho Syriac portlon
ou Danlel 13 translated.
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-on the Pentateuch, etc., on the part of one holding and retaining an offico of
Ecclesiastical authority and emolument, if it had been distinctly said how
‘much was taken from Liitzelberger ? and if the title of his book had been
given, ‘“ Reasons for voluntarily resigning my spiritual office””? (* Die
‘Griinde der freiwilligen Niederlegung meines geistlichen Amtes.’’)

My reason for definitely taking up the erroneous assertion respecting Hip-
polytus is, that an incorrect statement has often a tremendous vitality ; and
there meay be some who do not see the Journal of Sacred Literature, who
‘may be puzzled by what Dr. Davidson has said. The true conclusion of the
writer in the Journal of Sacred Literature is, ‘“If any man ever devoutly
believed in the genuinemess of the book, that man was Hippolytus.”
{p. 268.)

Two recent works in this country have appeared in defence of Daniel:
¢ The Inspiration of the Book of Daniel ; and other portions of Holy Serip-
ture, with a correction of Profane and au adjustment of Sacred Chronology,
by W. R. A. Boyle, of Lincoln’s Inn, Barrister:’’ and ¢ The Genuineness
-of the Book of Daniel asserted on Evidence external and internal: by J.
Conway Walter, B.A., Curate of Trinity Chapel, Brighton.”” In Mr.
Boyle’'s work there is the same date of the twentieth of Artaxerxes de-
fended which I have given; and this, too, without his explaining the
seventy weeks in at all the same manner that I have done. He uses in
coming to this conclusion the statements and arguments of Hengstenberg
and ether continental writers, without, I believe, mentioning or referring
to Ussher, who had taken such pains long ago to demonstrate this point.
The independence of the investigation is so far confirmatory of the truth of
the result : but it is at least singular that such importance 1s often attached
to foreign writers, while those belonging to our own country are passed by.
Who amongst those who have investigated this subject would bear, as a
Christian scholar, any comparison with Ussher ?*

It is well to find some glad to uphold the integrity and authority of God's
holy word, in spite of sceptical expressions of contempt. In addition to the
opposition directed against Seripture, it is an evil sign that some who pro-
fess to hold fast the revelation of God, reject all labour to defend it, and
also condemn all critical study. They thus open the door to scepticism or
fanaticism. There is in the present day a liberality which is intolerant
aguinst all who hold definite truth as from God; there is also 2 seeming or
professing godliness, which seeks for union, without that on which union
as before God can only rest—namely Truth revealed by the Holy Ghost
and definitely apprehended. The Spirit of God can never lead to that unity
in which supposed holiness is sought, or in which supposed devotedness is
shown, irrespective of truth.

January 13, 1864,

¢ Tt is a pity that Clrington’s editlon of Abp. Ussher’s whole works should be with-
out index, tolerable table of contents, or anything else that wounld mako the slxteen
volumes more useable. The works may be sald to have been rather collected than edited.
TFiftecn of the volumes may often bo obtalned at a very low price, and tho fourteenth
(often said to be not yet printed) may be got separately. Ussher’s works may thus be
accesslble to scholars, though with many drawbacks. All the volumos, except the first,
are even without title pages, and the misprints are far too many. A Dublin scholar
would render good service by issulng an addltlonal volume with an Index, and a few
potes as to persons and things referred to.
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